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Hybrid education is an instructional delivery format that includes both online learning and 
traditional classroom learning and is often seen as the best of two worlds. It is one of the fastest-
growing trends in higher education because of its countless educational benefits. Studies 
reviewed about hybrid learning focused on various areas, including student engagement, 
student attitudes, faculty experiences, learning effectiveness, and supporting technology tools. 
However, a review of the literature revealed scant studies focused on faculty leadership, 
especially graduate-level education faculty’s leadership strategies and their influence on 
teaching. Faculty leadership is a critical component that is directly related to effective teaching 
and school success (Berry et al., 2010). Therefore, the purpose of this study was to discover and 
identify faculty leadership practices used in graduate hybrid courses at a U.S.-based nonprofit 
university. Qualitative data related to faculty experiences were gathered to offer insights about 
leadership practices in graduate-level hybrid education. Aligned with the theoretical framework 
of this paper - Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) 5 exemplary leadership disciplines: model the way, 
inspire a shared vision, challenge the process, enable others to act, and encourage the heart, 21 
significant leadership practices of faculty applying in graduate-level hybrid education were 
discovered. These findings indicated that leadership practices could be considered in graduate-
level hybrid education to further the concept of teaching and learning. 
 
Key words: Hybrid education, faculty leadership, graduate-level 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Hybrid learning is an instructional delivery format that includes both online learning 
and traditional classroom learning (Hall & Villareal, 2015). It is often seen as the best of two 
worlds (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; Lamport & Hill, 2012; Owston et al., 
2013). Hybrid learning is one of the fastest-growing higher education trends because of its 
countless educational benefits (F. Wang et al., 2009). Studies about hybrid learning focused on 
various areas, including student engagement strategies (Ackerman, 2008; Sniad et al., 2020) 
students’ attitude toward hybrid classes (Chen & Chiou, 2014; Hall & Villareal, 2015; Lin, 2008; 
Lintunen et al., 2017; Sivo & Brophy, 2003), faculty experiences and perceptions (Calderon, 
2013), learning effectiveness (Panyajamorn et al., 2016), and hybrid learning–related 
technology tools (Hurlbut & Dunlap, 2019; Kohls et al., 2018). Meanwhile, leadership 
disciplines are found to enhance pedagogy and teaching structure in hybrid courses (Meier, 
2016). However, there are few studies in recent years that researched hybrid learning and 
faculty leadership strategies (e.g., Hyatt & Allen, 2018; Torres & Gilzene, 2019), and even fewer 
studies specific to graduate-level education. Some of the literature around leadership for hybrid 
education is at an institutional level (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Hilliard, 2015), such as 
organizational effectiveness (Kaewumpai, 2010) and team communication (Hastings et al., 
2018). However, very few studies have focused on faculty leadership, especially higher education 
faculty’s leadership strategies and their influences on students (Kranzow, 2013). 
Faculty leadership is a critical component that is directly related to effective teaching and 
school success (Berry et al., 2010). Faculty are leaders (Meier, 2016), and they are frontline 
leaders who are leading students to engage and obtain knowledge. “This [faculty as leaders] 
becomes more important in environments where one is confronted with adults, as is the case at 
universities and in adult education generally” (Meier, 2016, p. 25). Therefore, Meier (2016) 
recognized the significance and research gap of how faculty leadership skills are applied in 
graduate-level hybrid learning. Researchers have conducted similar studies on faculty 
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leadership practices in university and graduate level (Kranzow, 2013; McCown, 2018; Taylor, 
2018). Yet, fewer studies have been conducted specific to faculty leadership practices in 
graduate-level hybrid education. 
The term hybrid learning may also be referred to as blended learning. As with hybrid 
learning, blended learning is a learning approach that combines traditional face-to-face teaching 
with computer-mediated or online teaching (Bonk & Graham, 2012; Graham, 2006; 
Nuruzzaman, 2016), or an integration of “thoughtfully selected and complementary face-to-face 
and online approaches and technologies” (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008, p. 148). For the purpose 
of consistency, the term hybrid learning was used throughout this dissertation to convey all 
modes of mixed learning that combine online and face-to-face elements. 
The literature was reviewed systemically related to three main themes: hybrid learning, 
leadership theories, and the intersection of the two. A qualitative case study approach was used 
to focus and analyze the North Star University (NSU) Graduate School of Education faculty 
leadership practices specific to teaching hybrid courses. A hybrid course at NSU may have 40% 
to 80% of online learning and 20% to 60% of onsite instruction. The research results aimed to 
raise questions and awareness for researchers, institutional administration, faculty, and 
students in the interdisciplinary field between hybrid education and faculty’s leadership 
application. It also intended to open more conversations for the integration of leadership 
practices when faculty are using hybrid instruction in graduate education. 
Background 
Educators and researchers have consistently sought innovative teaching and learning 
strategies in higher education and graduate-level education. Throughout the last decade, the 
term hybrid learning has grown in awareness and practice in graduate-level education 
(Ackerman, 2012). Scholars believe that students learn differently in this globalized era; thus, 
the traditional learning approach may not be ideal for all students anymore (Alebaikan & 
Troudi, 2010; Ma’arop & Embi, 2016). Compared to traditional in-person instruction, a hybrid 
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instruction approach has proved to be a better approach to encourage students to become 
independent learners in and outside of the classroom by many scholars and first-line teachers. A 
hybrid learning model is an effective “integration of classroom face-to-face learning experiences 
with online learning experiences” (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004, p. 96). Hybrid instruction has 
frequently been adopted in educational programs in recent years, especially in higher education 
and corporate training settings (Klimova & Kacetl, 2015). Meanwhile, an increasing number of 
K-12 schools have been implementing hybrid education formats in their courses (Shand & 
Farrelly, 2018) because of hybrid learning’s flexibility and its increasing learning opportunity for 
students both in urban and rural areas (Rupp, 2016). 
Scholars view hybrid education as an approach that combines the best features of both 
face-to-face and online learning (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; Lamport & 
Hill, 2012; Owston et al., 2013). Hybrid learning makes it possible to move a significant portion 
of the learning activities online. The learning time traditionally spent in the classroom is 
reduced but not eliminated (Calderon, 2013). Numerous studies have revealed various benefits 
of hybrid education, including institutions’ growth and feasibility (Garcia et al., 2014; Young et 
al., 2016), increased student accessibility (Blier, 2008; Buzzetto-More & Guy, 2006; Yudko et 
al., 2008), flexibility (Crawford et al., 2014), student academic performance (Chen & Chiou, 
2014; Calderon, 2013), student satisfaction (Chen & Chiou, 2014), pedagogical improvement of 
online learning (Garcia et al., 2014; Calderon, 2013), pedagogical improvement of traditional in-
person learning (Chen & Chiou, 2014; Eryilmaz, 2015; Hilliard, 2015; Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; 
Napier et al., 2011; Smyth et al., 2012), and students’ improved soft skills (Helms, 2014; 
Hilliard, 2015; Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; Smyth et al., 2012). 
Although hybrid learning has numerous benefits, various challenges of hybrid learning 
have also been discovered (Gleason & Greenhow, 2017; Ma’arop & Embi, 2016; Rasheed et al., 
2020). Challenges of hybrid learning include faculty’s pedagogy knowledge (Alebaikan & Troudi, 
2010; Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013; Korr et al., 2012; Ma’arop & Embi, 2016; Young et al., 2016), 
4 
finding the right balance (Gedik et al., 2013; Korr et al., 2012; Rowley et al., 2002), workload 
(Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; Gedik et al., 2013; Korr et al., 2012; Rasheed et al., 2020; Serrano et 
al., 2019), technology competency (Brown, 2016; Lin, 2008; Prasad et al., 2018; Rasheed et al., 
2020), technology issues (Hara, 2000; Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013; Lin, 2008; Smyth et al., 
2012), student engagement and motivation (Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; E. Johnson et al., 2018; Napier 
et al., 2011; Parris et al., 2011; Shea et al., 2015), student self-regulation (Alebaikan & Troudi, 
2010; Napier et al., 2011; Nuruzzaman, 2016; Raes et al., 2019; Rasheed et al., 2020), mindset 
and attitude (Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013; Ramos et al., 2011; Rasheed et al., 2020), and student 
feeling of isolation (Parris et al., 2011; Rasheed et al., 2020; Smyth et al., 2012). Despite the 
critics of hybrid education, increasing numbers of hybrid programs and courses are being 
offered by higher education institutions because of the changing student demographics and their 
needs for accessibility (Blier, 2008). 
Statement of the Problem 
As one of the fastest-growing trends in higher education, hybrid education has countless 
educational benefits (F. Wang et al., 2010) for both students and the institutions. Hybrid or as it 
is sometime referred to as blended learning makes learning more accessible to students, and it 
provides new opportunities and structures for knowledge acquisition. Most studies about hybrid 
learning in higher education focused on its pedagogical considerations, technological 
applications, students and faculty perspectives, and learning effectiveness. However, faculty 
leadership is one of the significant but often overlooked components of hybrid education. 
Limited literature is available concerning faculty’s leadership practices in teaching hybrid 
courses. 
Stogdill (1950) described leadership as a process of influencing the activities of an 
organized group in its attempts toward goal setting and achievement. Similarly, in education, 
leadership involves influence, common goals, and often occurs in groups. Leadership theories 
can enhance pedagogy and teaching structure of hybrid learning (Meier, 2016). Therefore, it is 
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critical that researchers, educators, and institutions examine the gap in the intersection of 
faculty’s leadership practices in hybrid education and reveal leadership implications in teaching 
and leading hybrid education. 
Purpose of the Study 
Hybrid learning in higher education has become “an ubiquitous delivery mode offered by 
most higher education institutions” (Willekens & Gibson, 2010, p. 1). Among many factors for a 
successful implementation of hybrid learning, faculty’s leadership is one of the essential but 
often overlooked. As a result, it is critical that educators and institutions study the gap and 
intersection between faculty leadership and graduate hybrid education. Data related to faculty 
leadership considerations and applications were collected and thus provided insight about 
common leadership strategies in a hybrid education environment. The researcher aimed to 
contribute to the literature of hybrid learning and leadership in graduate education. The 
purpose of this study was to use a case study approach to examine and conceptualize NSU 
Graduate School of Education’s faculty leadership practices and considerations in teaching 
graduate hybrid courses. The study results could be a benefit to graduate institutions, 
administrators, and most directly, faculty members interested in including effective leadership 
strategies in hybrid teaching environments. 
Introduction to the Theoretical Framework 
This study decided to use Kouzes and Posner’s (2000; 2017) Leadership Model: The Five 
Practices of Exemplary Leadership Model as the foundation for the theoretical framework. 
Kouzes and Posner started to interview leaders who were middle- to senior-level managers in 
private and public sector organizations since the 1980s in order to find out what those people 
did when they were at their best in leading others. In their book The Leadership Challenge, 
Kouzes and Posner (2017) introduced the five practices of exemplary leadership as a prescriptive 
framework for practicing leadership. The five practices are: Model the way, Inspire a shared 
vision, Challenge the process, Enable others to act, and Encourage the heart (Kouzes & Posner, 
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2017). Leaders model the way by creating standards and principles of excellence and setting 
example for others to follow; leaders inspire a shared vision by envisioning to see exciting 
possibilities in the future; leaders challenge the process by being innovative, willing to 
experiment, taking risks, and setting scaffolded steps toward larger goals; leaders enable others 
to act by fostering collaboration by involving and empowering others; leaders encourage the 
heart by appreciating individual success and celebrating the values and victories (Kouzes & 
Posner, 2017). 
Different from trait theory, the five practices of exemplary leadership model focus on 
behaviors rather than leaders’ traits or personalities. By examining the literature, a clear 
connection between hybrid teaching strategies and Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) five exemplary 
leadership principles was found (Cashman, 2017; Gradel & Edson, 2011; Hilgard & Bower, 1966; 
Knowles et al., 2005; LaFasto & Larson, 2001; Spanierman et al., 2013; McDonough, 2012; 
Parris et al., 2011; Pittaway, 2012; Roseth et al., 2013; Rovai & Jordan, 2004; Smyth et al., 2012; 
Tough, 1979; Willekens & Gibson; 2010). 
In the literature review of the intersections between leadership and teaching in graduate 
hybrid courses, clear connections between each of the five exemplary leadership principles and 
teaching considerations in graduate hybrid courses have been discovered, including Model the 
Way (King & Arnold, 2012; McDonough, 2012; Parris et al., 2011); Inspire a Shared Vision 
(Goleman, 2000; Knowles et al., 2005); Challenge the Process (E. Johnson et al., 2018; Knowles 
et al., 2005; Pittaway, 2012); Enable Others to Act (Singh, 2017; Smyth et al., 2012); and 
Encourage the Heart (Herman, 1995; Hilgard & Bower, 1966; Spanierman et al., 2013). In 
general, instructors’ leadership plays a make or a break role in students’ learning motivation and 
performance (Öqvist, & Malmström, 2016). Therefore, based on Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) 
widely accepted five principles (Jaipian, 2010; McFarlane, 2010), this study aimed to find out 




The objective of this study was to investigate NSU Graduate School of Education faculty 
leadership practices in teaching graduate hybrid courses. This study sought to investigate this 
objective by establishing the six following research questions: 
The central guiding research question for this study was: 
● What leadership strategies are commonly practiced by faculty in teaching graduate 
hybrid courses? 
Sub-questions included: 
● Research Question 1: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to model the 
way? 
● Research Question 2: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to inspire a 
shared vision? 
● Research Question 3: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to challenge 
the process? 
● Research Question 4: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to enable 
others to act? 
● Research Question 5: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to encourage 
the heart? 
Overview of Design of the Study 
The purpose of this qualitative case study was to examine and conceptualize faculty 
perspectives and practices related to leadership skills for teaching graduate hybrid courses. This 
study applied Kouzes and Posner’s (2000; 2017) Leadership Model: The Five Practices of 
Exemplary Leadership Model as the foundation for the theoretical framework to explore the 
main research question: What leadership strategies are commonly practiced by faculty in 
teaching graduate hybrid courses? 
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A case study approach was used in this study. Many researchers in educational studies 
promote case studies as “the most desirable and convincing way of conducting and presenting 
research” (Richards & Morse, 2013, p. 77). Following Pepperdine University Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) approval, this research study applied purposeful sampling by using the 
following criteria: (a) Faculty who have experience in teaching hybrid courses for 2 years or 
more, (b) Faculty who have been teaching in graduate school for 2 years or more, and (c) Faculty 
who have been teaching in leadership programs for 2 years or more. 
Data was gathered through course-related artifacts and interviews. For the coding 
process, there was a combination of deductive and inductive coding. Quirkos, a qualitative data 
analysis software, was operated in the coding process. Based on this study’s theoretical 
framework, deductive coding was utilized in generating five sets of themes and initial codes. 
Afterward, with an inductive coding approach, data was processed by open, axial, and selective 
coding based on interview transcripts, memos, and artifacts. Finally, a conceptual framework 
was developed to demonstrate the findings. As a goal of this research, the result of this 
conceptual framework was adopted as the final framework of the faculty leadership practices 
being discovered. 
Significance, Relevance, Originality, and Innovation of the Study 
While the body of literature is growing relative to the pedagogy and technology use of 
hybrid learning, there is a gap linking faculty’s leadership practices and their influences in 
graduate hybrid education, particularly in the online learning space (Gonzalez-Severino, 2017). 
The significance of this study laid in its potential to improve the awareness of faculty leadership 
applications in graduate school hybrid instruction. It was hoped that the research findings 
would benefit researchers, educators, instructional designers, program leaders, and 
administrators in the graduate hybrid education field. Specifically, the findings and implications 
would ideally benefit the growing community of graduate hybrid education in the areas such as 
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faculty professional development, preparation, course or program design and development, and 
building a successful learning community. 
Faculty leadership has proved to be a significant factor that is directly related to effective 
teaching and school success (Berry et al., 2010). Therefore, the study of faculty leadership 
practices and continued development of this research area offered the potential of supporting 
the literature on effective teaching and school success in the graduate hybrid learning 
environment. This study aimed to provide a unique set of leadership practices for faculty who 
are teaching and leading graduate hybrid courses and programs. Finally, the innovation of this 
study aimed to provide a foundation for future research in the field of faculty leadership 
applications in graduate hybrid learning. 
Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 
This section discussed about the key assumptions, limitations, and delimitations for the 
study. 
• This study design was based on the assumption that the selected faculty who are 
teaching graduate hybrid courses in the research site have applied or considered 
leadership strategies in teaching these courses. 
• A qualitative case study is assumed to be appropriate for the current research, and 
the participants selected would be sufficient to answer the research questions. 
• The Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) Five Exemplary Leadership Model that used in this 
study could present the leadership practices of the faculty who are teaching in 
graduate-level hybrid courses. 
A limitation of a study design is the bias that the researcher did not or could not control 
(Price & Murnan, 2004). The following limitations of the study are elements beyond the control 
of the researcher. 
• This research study used qualitative research methods to collect and analyze the 
data. Because of the nature of a case study that focuses on “particularization, not 
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generalization” (Richards & Morse, 2013, p. 78), the findings were limited because 
the data were collected from one university only. As a result, the findings from the 
study were limited and could not be generalized to a larger population. 
• Self-reported data were collected from the participants through interviews. The 
researcher had no control regarding the honesty of the participants’ answers. 
• The study was conducted during the 2020 – 2021 academic year, with the special 
impact of COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, some findings of this study might not be 
transferable to other periods of time. 
Different from a limitation, a delimitation is a systematic bias intentionally introduced 
into the study design that can be controlled by the researcher for a particular purpose (Price & 
Murnan, 2004). The following are the delimitations of the study: 
• Location: Data was collected from only one graduate school of education at a 
nonprofit university that is located in Southern California, U.S. 
• Time: Data was only collected for a limited time of period. 
Operational Definitions 
The following definitions was used for this study: 
• Asynchronous Learning: “Asynchronous learning is self-paced and allows 
participants to engage in the exchange of ideas or information without depending on 
other participants’ simultaneous involvement” (Ogbonna et al., 2019, p. 2). 
Asynchronous learning makes instruction and learning able to happen at different 
times and locations. 
• Case Study: Case study is “a strategy of doing research which involves an empirical 
investigation of a particular contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context 
using multiple sources of evidence” (Robson, 1993, p. 146). Case study is a qualitative 
research approach that is often adopted and valued by researchers in the educational 
field, and involves the study of “an issue explored through one or more cases within a 
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bounded system” (Creswell, 2007, p. 73). It is usually conducted through 
observation, interviews, field notes, audiovisual material, documents, and reports. 
• Constructivist Leadership: From a constructivist perspective, people’s learning is 
formed and influenced by their personal prior experiences, beliefs, histories, and 
perceptions. According to Lambert et al. (1995), constructivist leadership is “the 
reciprocal processes that enable participants in an educational community to 
construct meanings that lead toward a common purpose about schooling” (p. 29). 
• Face-to-Face: Face-to-face describes personal communication in the same physical 
location, instead of communicating through digital or electronic communication 
mediums. 
• Faculty Leadership: Faculty leadership or teacher leadership has two primary 
meanings. York-Barr and Duke (2004) defined teacher leadership as “the process by 
which teachers, individually or collectively, influence their colleagues, principals, and 
other members of school communities to improve teaching and learning practices 
with the aim of increased student learning and achievement” (p. 288). This paper 
focuses on faculty leadership related to facilitating students’ learning process. 
• The Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership: The five leadership practices of 
exemplary leaders are from Kouzes and Posner (2017)’s book The Leadership 
Challenge. Kouzes and Posner started to interview leaders who were managers in 
private and public sector organizations in the early 1980s, and then collected 
thousands of stories to find out what those people did when they were at their best in 
leading others. The five practices are: model the way, inspire a shared vision, 
challenge the process, enable others to act, and encourage the heart (Kouzes & 
Posner, 2017). This is also the theoretical framework of this study. The definitions of 
the above five practices are: 
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• Model the Way: Model the way is the first of the five principles of Kouzes and 
Posner’s (2017) leadership model. Leaders create standards and principles of 
excellence and set an example for others to follow. “Leaders must set the 
example. Deeds are far more important than words when constituents want 
to determine how serious leaders re ally are about what they say. Words and 
deeds must be consistent” (p. 14). 
• Inspire a Shared Vision: Inspire a shared vision is the second of the five 
principles of Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) leadership model. Leaders believe 
they can make a difference. Leaders envision and inspire others to have this 
shared vision of the future of the organization. Through leaders’ charisma and 
influence, they enlist people and get them to see exciting potentials for the 
future. 
• Challenge the Process: Challenge the process is the third of the five principles 
of Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) leadership model. Leaders constantly look for 
new ways to improve the organization by experimenting and taking risks. By 
challenging the process, leaders set scaffolded goals so that people can 
achieve small milestones as they work on the way to greater goals. Leaders 
also take failures as opportunities to learn because they understand that 
taking risks involves mistakes and failures. 
• Enable Others to Act: Enable others to act is the fourth of the five principles 
of Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) leadership model. Leaders build motivated and 
collaborative teams by involving others. By enabling others to act, leaders 
strive to create an environment that has mutual respect, trust, and human 
dignity. These leaders strengthen others, enable others, and make each 
person of the team feel capable and powerful. 
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• Encourage the Heart: Encourage the heart is the last of the five principles of 
Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) leadership model. By encouraging the heart, 
leaders show appreciation for individual excellence and celebrate the values 
and victories. 
• Hybrid Course: Researchers and institutions have different considerations in 
defining hybrid courses. For example, some attribute percentages of virtual time 
spent necessary for a course to be considered as a hybrid course (Hyatt & Allen, 
2018). The University of North Florida identifies a hybrid course as a course “in 
which at least 50 percent and not more than 79 percent of the direct instruction of 
the course is delivered using some form of technology where the student and 
instructor are separated by time or space, or both” (University of North Florida, n.d., 
para. 6). A hybrid course at NSU Graduate school of Education may have 40% to 
80% of online learning and 20% to 60% of onsite instruction. For the purposes of 
this study, the researcher applied the standards from the NSU to define hybrid 
courses. 
• Hybrid Learning: Hybrid learning, blended learning, or mixed-mode instruction is a 
thoughtful educational approach that integrates face-to-face learning experiences 
and online learning experiences (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Ilgu & Jahren, 2015). 
Hybrid learning dichotomizes the class time into “a distance or a web-based learning 
portion and an in-class or face-to-face meeting portion. However, the length of each 
learning mode may vary according to the course design” (Olapiriyakul & Scher, 2006, 
p. 288). 
• Leadership: According to Stogdill (1950), leadership is a process of influencing the 
activities of an organized group in its attempts toward goal setting and achievement. 
Zaleznik (1977) continued to emphasize the aspect of influence in leadership, as 
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leadership influences the thoughts and behaviors of other people. More specifically, 
Winston and Patterson (2006) wrote: 
A leader is one or more people who selects, equips, trains, and influences one or 
more follower(s) who have diverse gifts, abilities, and skills and focuses the 
follower(s) to the organization’s mission and objectives causing the follower(s) to 
willingly and enthusiastically expend spiritual, emotional, and physical energy in a 
concerted coordinated effort to achieve the organizational mission and objectives. (p. 
7) 
• Online Learning: Online learning or online education refers to online 
communication and educational applications, including course delivery, access to 
resources, and collaboration. Online learning can include both synchronous and 
asynchronous learning. “Online learning is described by most authors as access to 
learning experiences via the use of some technology” (Benson, 2002; Carliner, 2004; 
Conrad, 2002, as cited by Moore et al., 2010, p. 130). 
• Pedagogy: Pedagogy is the science of teaching. It is the method and practice of 
teaching and making the learners learn, especially in an academic learning 
environment. In a pedagogical model, teachers take on responsibility for deciding on 
the content to be learned, how, and when something will be learned. In pedagogy, 
“the educational focus is on transmitting, in a very teacher-controlled environment, 
the content subject matter” (Pew, 2007, p. 17). 
• Synchronous Learning: “Synchronous learning involves the exchange of ideas and 
information with one or more participants during the same period” (Ogbonna et al., 
2019, p. 2). Synchronous learning affords real-time interaction and requires 
simultaneous student-teacher presence (Perveen, 2016), both face-to-face and 
online. 
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• Transformational Leadership: Burns (1978) theorized leadership as 
transformational. Transformational leaders do not only inspire followers to achieve 
goals but also develop their capacity to become leaders. Transformative leaders 
transform their followers by empowering individuals, aligning shared visions and 
goals, challenging the followers to be innovative problem solvers, and through 
coaching and mentoring (Bass & Riggio, 2006). 
Summary 
The research study intended to examine faculty’s leadership considerations related to 
graduate hybrid courses. To be specific, this study explored the unique leadership strategies that 
faculty members commonly practice while they are teaching graduate hybrid courses. The 
literature review provided an overview of hybrid education, its background, advantages, 
challenges, hybrid pedagogy, and faculty roles in hybrid learning. The literature review also 
presented Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) leadership theory model: The Five Practices of Exemplary 
Leadership Model as the theoretical foundation to guide this study. The literature review finally 
examined the common practices of faculty leadership in teaching graduate hybrid courses, by 
connecting the literature findings with the theoretical framework of this study. 
This research project aimed to extend the research in graduate hybrid education research 
and practice. It might provide educators and researchers with a deeper understanding and 
awareness of the role of leadership in graduate hybrid education. With the findings of this study, 
higher education institutions, professors, and administrators might utilize leadership strategies 
and common practices to enhance the hybrid education experience. 
Organization of the Study 
The structure of this paper consisted of five chapters. Chapter 1 provided an overview 
and introduction of the study. The topics covered the rationale of the researcher examining 
faculty leadership practices in teaching graduate hybrid courses. Chapter 2 was a comprehensive 
review of literature, including background, theories, and discussions relevant to graduate hybrid 
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learning and leadership. The intersection between graduate hybrid learning and leadership was 
examined and summarized. Chapter 3 provided a description of the research methods applied in 
this study and included an explanation of the research design, including site selection, 
participants, sampling, and instrumentation. Discussions on data collection, data analysis, 
protection of human subjects, research credibility, dependability, researcher’s positionality, and 
limitation were also presented. Chapter 4 reported the research findings and data analysis to 
answer the proposed research questions. Chapter 5 summarized and discussed the findings, 
shared insights into the future implications of this research related to theory and practice, and 
provided limitations and recommendations for future studies. 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 
This research study examined faculty’s leadership considerations in teaching graduate 
hybrid courses. Through a review of literature, Chapter 2 located, analyzed, synthesized, and 
organized previous research and documents related to the topic of hybrid education and 
leadership. The literature review focused on three main topics: hybrid education, leadership 
theories, and the intersections between leadership considerations in hybrid education. A 
theoretical framework was introduced to the study based on the five practices of exemplary 
leadership (Kouzes & Posner, 2000). 
Roberts and Hyatt (2019) introduced eight steps of conducting a thorough and scholarly 
review of the literature in their book The Dissertation Journey. These eight steps are: (a) 
identify keywords or descriptors, (b) create a search query, (c) identify relevant literature 
sources, (d) search the literature and collect relevant materials, (e) critically read and analyze 
the literature, (f) synthesize the literature, (g) organize the literature, and (h) write the literature 
review. These eight steps are not automatically progressive. Instead, Roberts and Hyatt (2019) 
indicated that a researcher might move back and forth between these steps in conducting the 
literature review. Based on these guidelines, the researcher started the literature review process 
by identifying keywords of the research (e.g., hybrid learning, faculty leadership, graduate 
education) and creating search queries. With initial keywords and search queries prepared, the 
literature searching process was started by conducting peer-reviewed article searches in 
ProQuest and ERIC databases. A Google Scholar search was also utilized in finding relevant 
books and articles, as it provided a broader collection of literature across many different 
disciplines and sources (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Search words and phrases included hybrid 
education, (post)graduate education, hybrid pedagogy, teaching practices, faculty leadership, 
leadership in teaching, and educational leadership. Synonyms of hybrid education, which 
include hybrid learning, hybrid model, blended learning, and blended model, were also used as 
search terms. Further literature was identified through cited references and discovered within 
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found resources. Relevant literature that studied hybrid education also used multiple terms, 
such as mix mode, technology enhanced, web-enhanced, and remote learning. Both general to 
specific and thematic organizational frameworks (Roberts & Hyatt, 2019) were used to organize 
the literature. This literature review starts with discussions of a general and comprehensive 
perspective, then examines studies that are most closely related to this research. For example, 
the discussions started from the theme of hybrid education, and then narrowed down to 
postgraduate hybrid education leadership. Meanwhile, with a thematic organizational 
framework, literature is organized and discussed as key concepts, categories, and subthemes. 
Chapter Structure Overview 
This discussion of existing literature was focused on three main parts: hybrid education, 
leadership theories, and the intersections between the two, which results in leadership practices 
in hybrid education. This chapter first presented the background of hybrid education, including 
different types and terms of hybrid education, particularly in the perspective of hybrid pedagogy 
and efficiency. Advantages and challenges of hybrid education and descriptions of the 
complexity of the faculty roles in hybrid education was summarized. The second part of the 
chapter thoroughly reviewed the theoretical framework of this study by introducing Kouzes and 
Posner’s (2017) leadership theories, which include five exemplary leadership traits: (a) model 
the way, (b) inspire a shared vision, (c) challenge the process, (d) enable others to act, and (e) 
encourage the heart. Finally, the last part of this literature review examined the intersection 
between faculty’s leadership applications and hybrid instruction, and attempted to build the 
connections between hybrid education and faculty leadership by using the theoretical 
framework of the study. 
Hybrid Education 
The Background of Hybrid Education 
A hybrid model provides a learning experience that combines both in-person and online 
education (Bonakdarian et al., 2009; Hall & Villareal, 2015). As Garrison and Kanuka (2004) 
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stated, a hybrid education model is an effective integration of classroom face-to-face learning 
with online learning components. Hybrid education has been commonly implemented in 
worldwide educational programs in recent years, especially in higher education and corporate 
training settings (Klimova & Kacetl, 2015). Dangwal (2017) has a more detailed description of 
hybrid education that incorporates direct instruction, indirect instruction, collaborative 
teaching, and individualized computer-assisted learning. Additionally, it is “a mixture of 
traditional classroom teaching and online learning, virtual classes, voice messages, e-mail, tele-
conferencing, online written texts and videos” (Thorne, 2002, p. 80). Hybrid learning may also 
be referred to as blended learning, technology-enhanced learning, technology-mediated 
instruction, web-enhanced instruction, or mixed-mode learning. These terms are usually used 
interchangeably in existing research literature (Nuruzzaman, 2016). 
In the mid-1970s, the earliest form of online education was invented by academics who 
were also engaged as Arpanet researchers (Harasim, 1987). E-mail and computer conferencing 
were introduced to university students as course content, and soon enough became a 
pedagogical process. Starting from the early 1980s, more researchers started to look into 
computer-assisted and technology-enhanced learning in higher education (Simon, 1985; 
Spraggins, 1983). These studies focus on how computers and technologies could assist the 
traditional face-to-face learning and teaching, but do not yet address distance education. 
Meanwhile, blended learning and blended classroom models emerged in schools in 1983 
(Harasim, 2017). In the late 1980s, numerous studies on online learning and teaching started to 
emerge (Grabe, 1988; Harasim, 1987). 
Statistically, little research has been found with direct research on hybrid or blended 
learning enrollment numbers. However, the number of student enrollment in distance 
education has increased while the number of traditional on-campus students has been largely 
declined over the recent decade (Seaman & Seaman, 2019; Seaman et al., 2018). According to 
Seaman and Seaman (2019), from 2012 to 2019, students who studied at least one course at a 
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distance increased 2 million, from 5.4 million to 7.4 million. Meanwhile, the number of students 
who studied on-campus decreased by 1.9 million nationally (Seaman & Seaman, 2019, p. 2). 
Similarly, in another study, Seaman et al. (2018) found that “the total number of students 
studying on campus (those not taking any distance course or taking a combination of distance 
and non-distance courses) dropped by over a million (1,173,805, or 6.4%) between 2012 and 
2016” (p. 4). This decrease has been revealed across all higher education sectors, including 
public, private not-for-profit, and private for-profit institutions. On the other hand, distance 
education student enrollment, including both students who are taking all of their courses at a 
distance and students who are taking a combination of distance and non-distance courses, has 
increased each year steadily and grew by 17.2% from 2012 to 2016 (Seaman et al., 2018, p. 12). 
For example, undergraduate students who are taking advantage of distance courses increased 
from 4,559,494 to 5,253,997 from 2012 to 2016 (Seaman et al., 2018, p. 38). And the number of 
graduate students who are taking distance courses increased from 865,912 to 1,105,124 from 
2012 to 2016 (Seaman et al., 2018, p. 38). 
Blended-Mode Learning. To enhance face-to-face learning, blended-mode learning 
appeared as an add-on or supplement to the existing curriculum (Harasim, 2017). At this time, 
the online portion of the learning “does not replace the traditional techniques nor do they 
represent a significant portion of the course grade” (Harasim, 2017, p. 30). The normal 
pedagogical practices for this mode include using e-mail functions for communication between 
faculty and students, submitting assignments, distributing course materials and online quizzes, 
or distributing course grades. Then it became mixed mode learning as a result of the emergence 
of new online educational applications. Very similar to the definition of hybrid learning, mixed 
or blended-mode learning makes up a significant portion (more than 50%) of the learning 
activities and overall online grade (Harasim, 2017). 
Hybrid Learning. However, the terms hybrid education, hybrid learning, or hybrid 
solution did not largely appear until the middle 1990s (Hoffman et al., 1995; Jackson et al., 
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1997; Senta, 2008). Hybrid learning “was originated to improve and complement distance 
learning” (Calderon, 2013, p. 26). A widely accepted definition of hybrid learning is that it is an 
educational approach that integrates face-to-face learning experiences and online learning 
experiences (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Ilgu & Jahren, 2015). 
Many classifications of hybrid learning are defined by different perspectives. Friesen 
(2012, as cited in Nuruzzaman, 2016) classified blended/hybrid learning into six models: 
1. Face to face driver—where the teacher drives the instruction and augments with 
digital tools. 
2. Rotation—students cycle through a schedule of independent online study and face-
to-face classroom time. 
3. Flex—Most of the curriculum is delivered via a digital platform and teachers are 
available for face-to-face consultation and support. 
4. Labs—The entire curriculum is delivered via a digital platform but in a consistent 
physical location. Students usually take traditional classes in this model as well. 
5. Self-Blend—Students choose to augment their traditional learning with online course 
work. 
6. Online Driver—All curriculum and teaching is delivered via a digital platform and 
face-to-face meetings are scheduled or made available if necessary. (p. 129) 
HyFlex Model. In addition, a new type of hybrid learning model, the HyFlex model, 
has emerged in recent years (Abdelmalak & Parra, 2016; Beatty, 2007). It has also been named 
synchronous hybrid learning (Butz & Stupnisky, 2016; Raes et al., 2019; Romero-Hall & 
Vicentini, 2017), synchronous blended learning (Lakhal et al., 2017; Q. Wang & Huang, 2018), 
or optimal engagement and immersion pedagogy (Miyake-Trapp et al., 2020). In this HyFlex 
learning environment, both on-site and online students can simultaneously attend classes and 
learning activities. This new model provides more flexibility in learning attendance (Raes et al., 
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2019; Q. Wang & Huang, 2018) and extends some features of classroom instruction to the online 
students to make equivalent learning experiences possible (Q. Wang & Huang, 2018). 
Advantages and Challenges of Hybrid Education 
Advantages of Hybrid Education. Hybrid learning is an educational approach that 
combines the advantages of online and face-to-face learning models. Researchers and 
educational practitioners find hybrid learning as the best of two worlds because of its blending 
feature (Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; Lamport & Hill, 2012). At the core, hybrid courses were to provide 
an alternative to traditional face-to-face instruction. Advantages of hybrid learning include, but 
are not limited to: 
● Institutions’ Growth and Feasibility (Garcia et al., 2014; Nuruzzaman, 2016; Young 
et al., 2016); 
● Increased Student Accessibility (Blier, 2008; Buzzetto-More & Guy, 2006; Yudko et 
al., 2008); 
● Valuable Adult Learning Approach (Smyth et al., 2012); 
● Pedagogical Improvement of Online Learning (Garcia et al., 2014; Calderon, 2013); 
● Pedagogical Improvement of Traditional In-Person Learning (Chen & Chiou, 2014; 
Eryilmaz, 2015; Hilliard, 2015; Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; Napier et al., 2011; Smyth et al., 
2012); and 
● Students’ Improved Soft Skills (Helms, 2014; Hilliard, 2015; Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; 
Smyth et al., 2012). 
Institutions’ Growth and Feasibility. From an institutions’ perspective, scholars 
believe that hybrid learning models fit the business model needed to sustain financial growth 
and feasibility of colleges and universities (Young et al., 2016). The hybrid model allows schools 
to maximize classroom space and decrease the number of overcrowded classrooms 
(Nuruzzaman, 2016). Consequently, the expansion in classroom utilization cuts costs of 
instruction delivery (Garcia et al., 2014) and “have the potential to reduce direct instructional 
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cost by 25-50 percent” (Dziuban, Hartman, & Moskal, 2004, as cited in Nuruzzaman, 2016, p. 
130). Campus parking situations, flexibility in course scheduling, and schools’ savings on 
photocopying are all improved as a result of the hybrid learning model (Nuruzzaman, 2016). 
Higher education institutions are reviewing strategies to increase enrollment by providing 
flexible course offerings (Young et al., 2016) and extend the course offerings to a broader 
audience of learners (Garcia et al., 2014). 
Increased Student Accessibility. From the students’ perspective, because of the 
limit of time and space, face-to-face classes can only be accessible to a certain amount of the 
student population. “The hybrid course grew out of a desire to make course offerings more 
accessible to students” (Blier, 2008, p. 27). For example, hybrid courses and programs reduce 
students’ travel time and expenses. In addition, Internet resources and electronic 
communication are also made available and more convenient with the hybrid model (Yudko et 
al., 2008). Buzzetto-More and Guy (2006) indicated that hybrid learning has a positive future in 
minority education. The courses offered with the hybrid model in higher education have 
increased rapidly because of the shift of student demographics. 
Valuable Adult Learning Approach. Some students believe that hybrid learning, as 
a valuable adult learning approach, provides learning autonomy and enables students’ problem-
solving skills (Smyth et al., 2012). Most notably, students noted they learned more through a 
hybrid course when comparing it to a traditional face-to-face class (Smyth et al., 2012). 
Pedagogical Improvement of Online Learning. From the perspective on 
pedagogy and learning, hybrid education is a modification and improvement of distance 
learning (Calderon, 2013). The combination of face-to-face and online learning in hybrid 
education provides opportunities to overcome some of the negative associations of a fully online 
course, such as the feelings of social isolation, confusion, and low motivation. With the 
emergence of the hybrid model, while having the in-person interaction and socialization, 
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students are still “benefiting from the practical, financial, and pedagogical advantages offered 
through online education” (Garcia et al., 2014, p. 67). 
Pedagogical Improvement of Traditional in-Person Learning. According to 
Ilgu and Jahren (2015), hybrid learning methods such as Flipped Learning benefit students’ 
learning with a student-centered instructional approach. Not only are students able to access 
course materials and watch, pause, rewatch, and take notes on the lecture videos 24/7, the 
model creates free time for more interactive exercises and complex problem solving during in-
person class time. Hybrid learning format offers learning flexibility and self-paced learning 
(Hilliard, 2015; Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; Napier et al., 2011; Smyth et al., 2012). The use of new 
communication technologies promotes students’ learning attitudes (Ilgu & Jahren, 2015). 
Hybrid education was proved by researchers to increase learning result on many levels, such as 
its high effectiveness (Eryilmaz, 2015), and higher academic achievement (Hilliard, 2015), 
including significantly higher scores than traditional face-to-face courses (Chen & Chiou, 2014; 
Helms, 2014). 
Students’ Improved Soft Skills. Hybrid education prepares students with needed 
social skills in different ways. It improves students’ responsibility (Smyth et al., 2012), 
communication, and teamwork (Helms, 2014). Nuruzzaman (2016) found communication 
between faculty and part-time students is improved because of hybrid learning. It increases 
students’ engagement and empowerment, such as increasing opportunities for graduate 
students to be involved in teaching efforts (Ilgu & Jahren, 2015). Moreover, hybrid learning 
increases the opportunity for global connection, collaboration, and preparing students with 
needed skills in a global society (Hilliard, 2015). 
Controversial Findings on Advantages of Hybrid Education. Many of the 
advantages of hybrid learning are controversial. Some scholars believe hybrid learning increases 
students’ engagement (Ilgu & Jahren, 2015), while others find fostering student engagement and 
participation can be a challenge (Ma’arop & Embi, 2016; Parris et al., 2011). Similarly, 
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researchers have contradicted findings on student-faculty interactions and student satisfaction 
with hybrid learning. For example, many studies reveal that students have a high satisfaction 
level with hybrid learning (Banerjee, 2011; Lim et al., 2008; Vaughn, 2007). At the same time, a 
low satisfaction level associated with hybrid learning was also found within numerous studies 
(Pinto & Anderson, 2013; Vamosi et al., 2004). However, students’ satisfaction levels may not be 
individually associated with hybrid learning. For example, according to Yudko et al. (2008), 
students who are digitally literate generally have a strong positive attitude toward hybrid 
education and believe that they benefit from it. Students who are not as computer or internet 
proficient do not necessarily have a strong belief in the benefit of hybrid courses. The 
satisfaction level can be associated and influenced by many factors, such as learning subjects, 
learning experience design, faculty pedagogical strategies and involvement, the length of the 
course or program, and perhaps faculty’s leadership in leading students to navigate through 
hybrid education. According to Estelami (2012), student satisfaction is found to be affected by 
the course content, student-teacher communications, the use of effective learning tools, and the 
instructor. Therefore, the advantages and challenges are both situational. They depend on the 
design of the hybrid learning environment as a whole and to what model (online or traditional 
model) it is compared. 
Challenges of Hybrid Learning. Although researchers and educational practitioners 
find hybrid learning as the best of two worlds because of its blending feature, various challenges 
with the hybrid learning model have been discovered as well (Gleason & Greenhow, 2017; Ilgu & 
Jahren, 2015; Ma’arop & Embi, 2016; Nuruzzaman, 2016; Rasheed et al., 2020). Challenges 
with hybrid learning include, but are not limited to: 
● Faculty’s pedagogy knowledge; 
● Finding the right balance; 
● Workload; 
● Technology competency; 
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● Technology issues; 
● Student engagement and motivation; 
● Student self-regulation; 
● Mindset and attitude; and 
● Student feelings of isolation. 
Faculty’s Pedagogy Knowledge. Most instructors in higher education do not have a 
teacher education background and may have less experience and development in pedagogical 
theories and practices. Besides, traditional face-to-face models of instruction do not effectively 
reach hybrid students (Young et al., 2016). Some instructors lack specific pedagogical skills, and 
thus have challenges in instructional design in their hybrid learning curricula (Alebaikan & 
Troudi, 2010; Ma’arop & Embi, 2016). Instructors face challenges in curriculum restructuring 
(Korr et al., 2012) and learning-activity redesigning to accommodate the virtual space (Levin et 
al., 2013), especially for teachers who have no previous experience of collaborative planning and 
hybrid learning (Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013). According to Young et al. (2016), “Essential with 
any shift regarding instructional implementation is training, both on the practical pedagogical 
level, as well as the theoretical level” (p. 50). Therefore, additional professional development 
and knowledge is needed for faculty to transit from a traditional face-to-face model to a hybrid 
format. 
Finding the Right Balance. Planning on the right balance is one of the most 
significant challenges found by numerous researchers (Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; Gedik et al., 
2013; Korr et al., 2012; Ma’arop & Embi, 2016; Napier et al., 2011; Rowley et al., 2002; Serrano 
et al., 2019). Some instructors found the decrease of face-to-face instruction time and the sense 
of rush was the most challenging issue (Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013). Instructors have challenges 
in creating a balance and harmony between face-to-face and online-learning spaces (Gedik et al., 
2013; Ma’arop & Embi, 2016), such as in time allocation for in-person meetings and online 
learning (Gedik et al., 2013). There is often a disconnection between face-to-face and online 
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components of hybrid courses (Strom & Porfilio, 2019). Some instructors only use an online 
environment as a depository for learning materials (Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013). Consequently, 
how to utilize an online environment fully to connect and support overall hybrid learning 
experience remains a challenge. In addition, it is also challenging to find the right balance of the 
synchronous and asynchronous learning for the online learning experience. Farmer (2020) 
provided six models of blended online learning based on different ratios of synchronous and 
asynchronous hours: Flipped Classroom, Guided Lab Time, Integrated Lab Time, 
Capstone/Independent Learning, Project-Based Course, and Self-Directed Course. In order to 
achieve the right balance, Farmer (2020) suggested considering the following three questions 
when deciding on an approach: (a) Where is the course situated within the overall academic 
program?; (b) How independent are the learners at this point in the program?; and (c) What 
level of guidance or coaching will the learners need to be successful? Ultimately, the instructors 
need to discover the techniques to leverage asynchronous learning time to support overall 
learning and conduct better synchronous sessions (Levy, 2020). 
Workload. Another commonly found challenge was increased time devotion and 
workload for the instructors who are teaching hybrid classes (Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; Gedik 
et al., 2013; Korr et al., 2012; Napier et al., 2011; Serrano et al., 2019). According to Garnham 
and Kaleta (2002, as cited by Nuruzzaman, 2016), instructors need to invest a substantial 
amount of time and effort into remodeling the class. Instructors feel the need to create online 
learning communities for their students, constantly monitor students’ engagement, guide the 
students to organize their online learning activities, and utilize the online learning materials 
(Rasheed et al., 2020). Instructors also need to spend countless amounts of time preparing 
learning materials such as making videos, building course content, and uploading learning 
resources. Rasheed et al. (2020) believed that instructors spend too much time and effort in 
creating quality online videos, and it has become a top challenge to the instructors. Although 
most of the studies found that the workload of hybrid teaching is heavier than face-to-face 
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instructions, some scholars believed that hybrid teaching instructors would have less workload 
compared to teaching in a 100% online class (Ranganathan et al., 2007). On the other hand, 
students also find an increasing workload in doing course work when compared to a traditional 
face-to-face model (Napier et al., 2011). 
Technology Competency. Technology literacy is a challenge for both faculty and 
students (Brown, 2016; Rasheed et al., 2020). Students face challenges with lack of Internet 
technology literacy and skills (Lin, 2008), along with unpleasant side effects associated with 
technology (Nuruzzaman, 2016), such as demotivation and refusal to engage (Prasad et al., 
2018). Instructors also face challenges related to technology competency, such as a lack of 
technological literacy, lack of confidence of using technologies in teaching, willingness to learn 
the use of technologies for teaching, creating instruction content on learning management 
systems, and training students in the use of online materials (Rasheed et al., 2020). 
Technology Issues. Technology issues such as Internet connectivity (Lin, 2008; 
Smyth et al., 2012) were reported as a some of the hybrid learning challenges. These technology 
problems prohibit students from fully engaging in online learning experience (Smyth et al., 
2012), impact student attitudes toward learning (Lin, 2008), and may also create student 
distress and anxiety (Hara, 2000). Moreover, a lack of institutional support on technology such 
as insufficient technical support and inadequate hardware is another reason instructors find 
hybrid teaching challenging (Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013). 
Student Engagement and Motivation. Student engagement brings out many 
educational benefits. However, how to keep students engaged becomes a common challenge in 
hybrid classes (Napier et al., 2011; Parris et al., 2011). Shea et al. (2015) believed that 
maintaining student engagement was one of the greatest challenges to successful hybrid course 
implementation. Napier et al. (2011) wrote: 
Students were given reading assignments on the days that we didn’t meet and then the 
following class was supposed to be a discussion on what they read. Most students would 
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come unprepared and the discussion session usually ended as a lecture, leaving lesser 
time to do other things.…Quizzes were the only way to get the students to read. (p. 29) 
However, graduate students were found to have more intrinsic motivation than 
undergraduate students in an online learning environment (Rovai et al., 2007). Hybrid learning 
has been also criticized for not providing adequate interactions between instructors and 
students (Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; Shea et al., 2015). Instructors’ social engagement, support to the 
students, students’ technology skills, and Internet issues could all impact student engagement 
(E. Johnson et al., 2018). Additionally, Parris et al. (2011) believed that the inconsistency of 
student engagement also led to decreased chances of success in the course grades and learning 
outcomes. 
Student Self-Regulation. Researchers have found students face challenges of self-
regulation (Rasheed et al., 2020), self-discipline (Napier et al., 2011; Raes et al., 2019), time-
management skills (Napier et al., 2011), and responsiveness (Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010). 
“Participating in a blended or hybrid course requires students to be self-motivated learners with 
effective time management skills. Students are responsible for successful interactional 
classroom environment” (Nuruzzaman, 2016, p. 131). 
Mindset and Attitude. Teachers and educational institutions’ perspectives on hybrid 
instruction sometimes are still a challenge (Rasheed et al., 2020). Some teachers have negative 
perceptions toward hybrid learning, especially the online portion, and are skeptical about the 
effectiveness of hybrid instruction and the use of technology for teaching and learning (Rasheed 
et al., 2020). Some instructors are reluctant to rethink and rework their practices to meet 
students’ needs and lack a willingness to be trained or counselled (Ramos et al., 2011). On the 
other hand, students are used to traditional teacher-led studying, and might be reluctant to use 
new learning methods (Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013), which is often student-centered and self-
paced learning. 
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Student Feelings of Isolation. One of the challenges of hybrid learning is students’ 
feeling of disconnection and isolation (Parris et al., 2011; Rasheed et al., 2020; Smyth et al., 
2012). In a hybrid learning environment, the opportunity for social interaction can be limited. In 
Smyth’s et al. (2012) study, students thought that they did not know anyone and were “not really 
given the opportunity to know people” (p. 466). Some students experienced mental health issues 
(Levin et al., 2013). However, some scholars have argued that a hybrid learning environment, 
when compared to a virtual learning environment, will help to reduce anxiety and feelings of 
isolation because the opportunity for face-to-face classroom settings is lessened (El-Gayar & 
Dennis, 2005). Table 1 displays the above supporting literature of the challenges of hybrid 
learning by themes. 
Table 1: 
Challenges of Hybrid Learning 
Themes Authors  
Pedagogy Knowledge Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013; 
Korr et al., 2012; Levin et al., 2013; Ma’arop & Embi, 
2016; Young et al., 2016 
Finding the Right Balance Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; Farmer, 2020; Gedik et al., 
2013; Korr et al., 2012; Levy, 2020; Ma’arop & Embi, 
2016; Rowley et al., 2002; Serrano et al., 2019 
Workload Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; Gedik et al., 2013; Korr et 
al., 2012; Napier et al., 2011; Rasheed et al., 2020; 
Serrano et al., 2019 
Technology Competency Brown, 2016; Lin, 2008; Nuruzzaman, 2016; Prasad et 
al., 2018; Rasheed et al., 2020 
Technology Issues Hara, 2000; Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013; Lin, 2008; 
Smyth et al., 2012 
Student Engagement and 
Motivation 
Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; E. Johnson et al., 2018; Napier et 
al., 2011; Parris et al., 2011; Shea et al., 2015 
Student Self-Regulation Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; Napier et al., 2011; 
Nuruzzaman, 2016; Raes et al., 2019; Rasheed et al., 
2020 
Mindset and Attitude Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013; Ramos et al., 2011; 
Rasheed et al., 2020 





Pedagogy in Hybrid Education 
Garrison and Vaughan (2008) stated, “understanding the strengths of both face-to-face 
and online learning is the first step to being truly open to new approaches and technological 
possibilities” (p. 48). The following section covers a review of pedagogy in hybrid education, 
including hybridizing pedagogy (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Strom & Porfilio, 2019); flipped 
learning and Bloom’s taxonomy (Boucher et al., 2013; Crews & Butterfield, 2014; Keengwe et al., 
2014); blended community of inquiry (Garrison et al., 2010; Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; 
Vaughan, 2007; 2010; Voegele, 2012); and technological pedagogical content knowledge 
framework (Koehler & Mishra, 2009; Linder, 2017). 
Hybridizing Pedagogy. Compared to face-to-face or online instruction, the hybrid 
model takes a different type of instruction (Strom & Porfilio, 2019). Hybrid learning is not a 
simple convergence or combination of face-to-face and online learning experiences. Instead, it 
includes complex reconceptualization and reorganization of the learning and teaching dynamic 
(Garrison & Kanuka, 2004). It is critical that instructors have enough time and training to 
explore the different pedagogical implications of both online and face-to-face learning 
environments and consider how the two environments can be brought together for students’ 
learning (Reynard, 2007). The crucial piece of effective hybrid education is a systematic 
instructional design of pedagogy and course organization throughout the entire course across 
both face-to-face and online delivery platforms. The learning experiences between face-to-face 
and online sessions need to flow and be interconnected to maximize the learning outcome. 
Strom and Porfilio (2019) emphasized the significance of producing new types of pedagogy and 
created the phrase hybridizing pedagogy to discuss the particular pedagogy in a hybrid setting. 
Strom and Porfilio (2019) wrote: 
Viewing our teaching as a multiplicity or assemblage, we recognized that moving 
teaching from an in-class, embodied environment to an asynchronous digital one alters 
an important dimension of our courses, and as such, it produces a qualitative change in 
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the nature of the assemblage as a whole. That also means our pedagogy, and way 
students experience that pedagogy, also changes in nature. Thus, we cannot merely 
‘transfer’ the pedagogical methods we would use in a face-to-face format, but have to 
adapt them specifically for the affordances and constraints of an online environment. (p. 
6) 
Reynard (2007) emphasized that the face-to-face time should not be the arena for 
traditional teacher-centered instruction and passive learning. Instead, students have access to 
learning resources and material online first, then have time to reflect, interact, and produce 
evidence of learning in the face-to-face learning time (Love et al., 2015). For example, one can 
use the Flipped Learning model to plan the course structure, content, flow, and learning 
experiences to maximize all learning spaces in support of deep engagement and higher-order 
processing in the face-to-face space. Instructors may also consider including the use of 
technology tools for creative and collaborative learning experiences to strengthen the 
connections between online and face-to-face learning activities. Moreover, instructors are 
encouraged with a Collaborative approach, which includes considering small-group 
collaborative activities, real-world cases, and student-led/moderate seminars (Harasim, 2017). 
In addition, instructors may consider designing experiences that could increase togetherness 
(Wenger, 2009) in students’ online learning space when time and location form the separation. 
Furthermore, by adopting the Community of Inquiry framework, instructors and course 
designers may also find ways to increase social, teaching, and cognitive presence to build a 
connected community and a successful learning experience (Garrison et al., 2010). 
Flipped Learning and Bloom’s Taxonomy. The Flipped Learning model is 
receiving a lot of attention in hybrid education in regard to the pedagogy consideration and 
course structure design (Boucher et al., 2013; Crews & Butterfield, 2014; Keengwe et al., 2014). 
Love et al. (2015) wrote: 
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Flipped Learning is a pedagogical approach in which direct instruction moves from the 
group learning space to the individual learning space and the resulting group space is 
transformed into a dynamic, interactive learning environment where the educator guides 
students as they apply concepts and engage creatively in the subject matter. (p. 748) 
In a Flipped Learning model, students are provided with learning resources and material 
before their traditional classroom time (Boucher et al., 2013; Love et al., 2015; Talbert, 2017). 
Usually, students are expected to complete the initial knowledge acquisition in their individual 
space before coming to the group space, which is the face-to-face classes (Love et al., 2015). 
Consequently, in face-to-face classes, instructors may not spend much time on lecturing, since 
this is completed in students’ individual time. Instead, instructors are the guide on the side (A. 
King, 1993), and they are to “foster a safe environment, facilitate discussion, and redirect as 
necessary” (Love et al., 2015, p. 746). Accordingly, “The students are expected to apply and 
expand their knowledge of the subject by solving problems, interacting with classmates, working 
on projects, or sharing artifacts of their learning” (Bergmann & Sams, 2012, as cited in Crews & 
Butterfield, 2014, p. 40). 
Flipped classroom models structure individual and group-space learning based on 
Bloom’s Taxonomy. Bloom’s Taxonomy was named after Benjamin Bloom, an American 
educational psychologist. There are six levels in the original cognitive domain of Bloom’s 
taxonomy: Knowledge, Comprehension, Application, Analysis, Synthesis, and Evaluation 
(Bloom, 1956). These six levels were later revised by Anderson and Krathwohl (2001) with six 
action words describing the cognitive processes that learners would encounter with knowledge: 
Remember, Understand, Apply, Analyze, Evaluate, and Create. In a flipped classroom model, 
learners complete the fundamental cognitive levels of learning before class in their individual 
space, which are remember and understand. When students come to the class meetings, instead 
of spending time on basic knowledge, more time can be utilized on higher levels of cognition, 
such as applying, analyzing, evaluating, and creating (Love et al., 2015). For example, students 
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will apply and analyze key concepts of the learning by collaborating with their peers during the 
face-to-face classes (Gomes & Paul, 2018). Last, the higher levels of learning in Bloom’s 
Taxonomy such as evaluate and create can be accomplished or enhanced after face-to-face 
meetings (Gomes & Paul, 2018), perhaps with further online collaboration or individual learning 
and reflection. 
To encourage best practices in the Flipped Learning model, Flipped Learning Network 
released the Four Pillars of F-L-I-P for educators to consider in their flipped learning practice. 
The four pillars are flexible environment, learning culture, intentional content, and professional 
educator (Flipped Learning Network, 2014). In creating a learning culture, teachers may provide 
students opportunities to engage in meaningful activities without the teacher being central. 
Teachers may also scaffold these student-centered activities and make them accessible to all 
students through differentiation and feedback. In the pillar of professional educator, one of the 
indicators is to collaborate and reflect with other educators and take responsibility for 
transforming one’s practice. 
Blended Community of Inquiry. According to Garrison et al.’s (2010) Community of 
Inquiry model (CoI), there are three important elements for optimal and interactive online 
student learning: social presence, cognitive presence, and teaching presence. Historically, CoI 
has been the ideal model of all learning environments in higher education (Vaughan, 2010). 
Vaughan (2010) adopted the CoI model in his design of blended learning courses and programs. 
He indicated that the CoI model is based on an inquiry approach to learning. “Inquiry learning 
is problem or question-driven learning involving critical discourse, self-direction, research 
methods, and reflection throughout the learning experience” (Vaughan, 2010, p. 15). He applied 
the four categories of Practical Inquiry model: (a) Triggering event, (b) Exploration, (c) 
Integration, and (d) Resolution/application (Garrison et al., 2010) to design the blended 
learning experience with four inter-connected phases: (a) Before a synchronous session, (b) 
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Synchronous session, (c) After a synchronous session, and (d) Preparation for the next 
synchronous session (Vaughan, 2010). 
Traditionally, students would be assumed to work independently in their distanced or 
online space. However, more researchers have studied the CoI model in hybrid education to 
make connections between face-to-face and online learning (Garrison et al., 2010; Garrison & 
Vaughan, 2008; Voegele, 2012). Ke (2010) introduced that online teaching presence and social 
presence are crucial to a successful online higher education experience for adult learners. 
Teaching presence and social presence are online elements that encourage deep learning and 
motivation. Anderson et al. (2010) proposed that student motivation is influenced by how 
instructors communicate with them. Furthermore, Baker (2010) found a significant positive 
relationship between the online instructor’s presence and student’s motivation for learning. 
Researchers also have been studying the use of social presence in online and blended learning 
programs (Whiteside, 2015; Zilka et al., 2018). According to Gunawardena et al. (as cited in 
Jonassen & Land, 2012), “The degree of perceived social presence may influence the functioning 
of a learning community” (p. 273). Online interaction is a huge part of social presence in an 
online learning environment. Learners’ online interaction can be increased by an improved level 
of social presence (Tu & McIsaac, 2002). Cakir et al. (2018) suggested that the level of distance 
learners’ motivation is positively related to their online interactions, and consequently, to social 
presence. On the other hand, student engagement, persistence, and academic achievement can 
also be negatively impacted by the decrease of social presence (Gleason & Greenhow, 2017). 
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge Framework. Technological 
Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK framework) is widely researched and applied in online 
education (Doering et al., 2009; Qasem & Viswanathappa, 2016; Zhou et al., 2017). Although 
few studies researched TPACK framework in hybrid education (Linder, 2017), the theory and 
implication of TPACK is extremely applicable to hybrid education, especially the online portion 
of hybrid education. TPACK framework describes how teachers’ knowledge of educational 
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technology, pedagogy, and content interact with each other to yield effective teaching (Koehler & 
Mishra, 2009). TPACK framework is formed with three main forms of knowledge: Technology 





From Using the TPACK Image, by M. J. Koehler, 2011, TPACKORG (http://tpack.org). 
Reprinted with permission. 
TPACK is the intersection of the above three primary components, and it also goes 
beyond them. “TPACK is the basis of effective teaching with technology, requiring an 
understanding of the representation of concepts using technologies; pedagogical techniques that 
use technologies in constructive ways to teach content” (Koehler & Mishra, 2009, p. 66). 
Koehler and Mishra (2009) wrote, TPACK Framework, 
…allows teachers, researchers, and teacher educators to move beyond oversimplified 
approaches that treat technology as an ‘add-on’ instead to focus again, and in a more 
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ecological way, upon the connections among technology, content, and pedagogy as they 
play out in classroom contexts. (p. 66) 
For example, in hybrid learning, educators have been utilizing technology affordances 
based on pedagogical considerations, such as virtual mobility, digital storytelling (Otto, 2018; 
Shelton et al, 2016), robot-mediated communication (Gleason & Greenhow, 2017), multimedia 
instructions (Hsiao et al., 2017; Kresse & Watland, 2016), and social media (Casey, 2013; Chan 
& Leung, 2016). On the other hand, Billings et al. (2001) “warned against letting technology 
override pedagogical goals and emphasized that even the most futuristic and exciting technology 
does not automatically improve the learning process” (as cited in Twomey, 2004, p. 453). The 
TPACK model as an effective teaching framework but lacks a critical component, which is 
leadership knowledge. Therefore, this paper would fill the gap by adding the leadership 
knowledge as a key part of effective teaching. 
Faculty’s Roles in Hybrid Education 
The instructor’s role in hybrid education is formed by a distinctive combination of 
responsibilities (Hall & Villareal, 2015). Faculty play multiple roles in hybrid instruction to help 
students navigate their learning experience. For example, in one session, faculty may have led 
lectures and learning activities in person in a classroom, and in the next session, the faculty may 
have facilitated a Zoom class, online forum discussion, or helped students with technology 
issues in a virtual office hour. The instructor needs to meet the students’ needs, and “has to be a 
great communicator and an active hybrid-learning community builder” (Calderon, 2013, p. 38). 
From a constructivism perspective, teachers serve in a role that promotes students’ interaction 
with the learning content and with each other, and to construct new information based on their 
prior knowledge. The teachers “try to understand how students interpret knowledge and to 
guide and help them to refine their understanding and interpretations to correct any 
misconception arises between students at an early stage and improve learned knowledge 
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quality” (Al-Huneidi & Schreurs, 2013, p. 582). According to Calderon (2013), faculty in hybrid 
courses have five roles: pedagogical, social, managerial, technological, and facilitator. 
Pedagogical Role. This pedagogical role includes the design, development, and 
delivery of instruction and learning activities for both in-person and online environments. 
Faculty have to be more than people who provide information and lecture, since learning 
content is much easier to access in a hybrid setting. Instead, faculty need to change their 
pedagogical approach, “as students want instructors, who are guides, who can navigate the 
various technologies available, and who foster broader student engagement through more 
complex classroom interactions than are typical in face-to-face settings” (Lin, 2010, as cited in 
Calderon, 2013, p. 40). Meanwhile, the faculty’s traditional pedagogical role becomes less clear, 
and some instructors may concentrate on the technology and become inattentive to the learning 
objectives (Smyth et al., 2012; Twomey, 2004). The hybrid learning model needs teachers’ active 
pedagogical role in enhancing learning by using more creative teaching methods and 
continuously reflecting on meaningful teaching methods (Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013). 
Social Role. One key element for the online part of hybrid learning is to create the 
sense of community. Creating a socially connected learning environment has a significant 
impact on students’ motivation, satisfaction, and persistence (Kranzow, 2013). According to 
(Ritter et al., 2010), though there is no significant difference in students’ perception of learning, 
traditional face-to-face learning and hybrid learning students perceive a significantly higher 
sense of community and connectedness than students who solely attend online learning. Thus, 
researchers (Kranzow, 2013; Ritter et al., 2010; Calderon, 2013) suggested faculty play the social 
role in hybrid learning environments. For example, faculty are suggested to create positive 
learning environments and motivate students to get involved in learning communities, include 
community building when designing and modifying students’ online portion of learning, provide 
assignments for students to work with their peers, and give flexible options for students and 
faculty to connect outside of the classroom (Kranzow, 2013; Ritter et al., 2010; Calderon, 2013). 
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Managerial Role. Faculty work as managers, overlooking the course structure and 
balancing the learning organization and flow between in-person and online experience. This 
managerial role covers all aspects of course coordination, including establishing delivery dates 
for assignments, day-to-day learning outcomes, and learning interactivity (Calderon, 2013). 
Technological Role. The technological role for hybrid faculty includes both faculty’s 
technology competence and their ability to support students in resolving technologically related 
issues. The impact of faculty’s technology skills is significant on their ability to deliver hybrid 
education. Faculty often face the challenges of low confidence in using technologies in teaching, 
creating instructional content on Learning Management Systems, and training students to use 
online learning materials or software. Faculty and students’ lack of familiarity with technology 
can hinder both faculty’s teaching and students’ learning. Technology problems prohibit 
students from engaging in online learning experience fully (Smyth et al., 2012), impact student 
attitudes toward learning (Lin, 2008), and may also create student distress and anxiety (Hara, 
2000). Therefore, faculty members are encouraged to demonstrate a high technical expertise 
level before instruction of hybrid courses (Calderon, 2013). 
Facilitator Role. It is essential for faculty to recognize that in a hybrid learning 
environment, they function as facilitators (Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013). As facilitators, faculty 
need to create a learning environment where they enable students to collaborate with each other 
(Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013; Smyth et al., 2012) as well as support them to take responsibility 
for their learning (Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013). To be more specific, Lin (2010) provided a list of 
characteristics of instructors’ roles in hybrid learning. Some of them are focused on faculty’s 
facilitating function, such as establishing themselves as guides, facilitators, and planners; 
involving themselves, but not dominating; providing frequent feedback; giving students rubrics 
and other tools for self-evaluation and assessment; emphasizing interaction and participation; 
encouraging mentoring and support among students; and developing and nurturing the learning 
community.  
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Theoretical Framework: Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Model 
After examining multiple leadership theories, the researcher decided to use the Five 
Practices of Exemplary Leadership created by Kouzes and Posner (2000) as the foundation 
framework of this study. Kouzes and Posner started to interview leaders who were middle- to 
senior-level managers in private- and public-sector organizations in the early 1980s, and then 
collected thousands of stories to find out what those people did when they were at their best in 
leading others. “Although each experience was unique in its individual expression, there were 
clearly identifiable behaviors and actions that made a difference” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 12). 
In their book The Leadership Challenge, Kouzes and Posner (2017) introduced the five practices 
of exemplary leadership as a useful framework for studying how to practice transformational 
leadership principles in a leader-follower relationship. Different from Trait Theory, the Five 
Practices of Exemplary Leadership are behaviors rather than leaders’ traits or personalities. The 
five practices are: Model the Way, Inspire a Shared Vision, Challenge the Process, Enable Others 
to Act, and Encourage the Heart (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). 
1. Model the way. Leaders establish principles concerning the way people (constituents, 
peers, colleagues, and customers alike) should be treated and the way they should 
pursue goals. Leaders create standards of excellence and set an example for others to 
follow. They put up signposts when people feel unsure of where to go or how to get 
there. Leaders create opportunities for victory. 
2. Inspire a shared vision. Leaders passionately believe they can make a difference. 
They envision the future and create an ideal and unique image of what the 
organization can become. Through their magnetism and persuasion, leaders enlist 
others in their dreams. They breathe life into their visions and get people to see 
exciting possibilities for the future. 
3. Challenge the process. Leaders search for opportunities to change the status quo. 
They look for innovative ways to improve the organization. In doing so, they 
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experiment and take risks. Since complex change threatens to overwhelm people and 
stifle action, leaders set interim goals so that people can achieve small wins as they 
work toward larger objectives. Effective leaders unravel bureaucracy when it impedes 
action. And, because leaders know that taking risks involves mistakes and failures, 
they accept occasional disappointments as opportunities to learn. 
4. Enable others to act. Leaders foster collaboration and build spirited teams. They 
actively involve others. Leaders understand that mutual respect sustains 
extraordinary efforts. They strive to create an atmosphere of trust and human 
dignity. They strengthen others, making each person feel capable and powerful. 
5. Encourage the heart. Accomplishing extraordinary things in organizations is hard 
work. To keep hope and determination alive, leaders recognize the contributions that 
individuals make. In every winning team, the members need to share in the rewards 
of their efforts, so leaders celebrate accomplishments. They make people feel like 
heroes. (The Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership Model, n.d., para. 2–6) 
Kouzes and Posner (2006) recommended these five practices for leaders to “transform 
values into actions, visions into realities, obstacles into innovations, separateness into solidarity, 
and risks into rewards” (p. xvii). These five exemplary leadership attributes were based on 
Kouzes and Posner’s earlier Trait-Theory Leadership Model (Kouzes & Posner, 2000). 
Practice 1: Model the Way 
Kouzes and Posner (2006) stated that it is leaders’ behavior that wins respect. 
“Exemplary leaders know that if they want to gain commitment and achieve the highest 
standards, they must be models of the behavior they expect of other. Leaders model the way” (p. 
14). Kouzes and Posner (2017) emphasized that leaders need to do two things in modelling the 
way: “clarify values by finding your voice and affirming shared values” and “set the example by 
aligning actions with shared values” (p. 46). Leaders must first clarify their guiding principles, 
values, real thoughts and beliefs before effectively modeling the way to others. When leaders 
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passionately express a commitment to core value, they are also making a commitment on behalf 
of their entire organization. Therefore, leaders need to ensure that there is agreement on shared 
values among the group. 
Model the Way With Clarifying Values. “To find your voice, you have to discover 
what you care about, what defines you, and what makes you who you are” (Kouzes & Posner, 
2017, p. 50). Kouzes and Posner studied the correlation between a ranking of leaders’ clarity in 
their leadership philosophy and their teams’ favorable feelings about their workplace. Team 
members who rated their leaders in the top 20% on clarity of leadership philosophy evaluated 
their leaders about 140% more effective than the leaders who were rated in the bottom 20%. 
Significantly higher scores were found in strong team spirit, feeling of belongingness, clear 
expectation, trust, willingness to work harder, and feelings of contribution for employees who 
ranked their leaders among the top 20% on clarity of their leadership philosophy. Therefore, in 
order to find the leader’s voice, leaders need to let their values guide them; state the values in 
their own words; and find commitment through clarifying values (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). In 
addition, Kouzes and Posner (2017) emphasized that personal values clarity is critical to the 
level of commitment to the organization. According to Kouzes and Posner (2017), managers’ 
personal values drive their commitment and increase motivation and productivity. However, 
Leadership is not only about leaders’ own values. Instead, exemplary leaders emphasize shared 
values and build on agreement by aligning the team around common values, involving team 
members in the process, forging unity, and showing the team the importance of the values to 
each individual (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). 
Model the Way With Setting The Example. Kouzes and Posner (2017) found 
exemplary leaders set the example by living the shared values and teaching others to model the 
values. Countless researchers have supported the ideas of leaders to lead by modeling and 
setting examples (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Linzey & Pierce, 2015; Owens & Hekman, 2012). To set 
the example, leaders need both to live the shared values as well as teach others to model the 
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values (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). It is significant that a leader’s action is consistent with their 
words. A leader’s personal example is powerful, and it determines if the leader is serious about 
what they claim to be. To sum up, exemplary leaders practice what they preach (Balwant et al., 
2014; Beckett et al., 2013; Kouzes & Posner, 2017). In being able to model the way with setting 
the example, Kouzes and Posner (2017) suggested leaders: (a) Spend time and attention wisely 
and focus on what they say is important, (b) Pay attention to the language and see if it is 
reflecting the value, (c) Ask purposeful questions to send out signals for important value and 
develop people, and (d) Seek feedback to find out if their words aligned with their actions. If not, 
make adjustments based on the feedback received accordingly. 
Practice 2: Inspire a Shared Vision 
Exemplary leaders are usually forward looking. They are able to imagine a positive future 
and see great opportunities to come (Cramer, 2014; Kouzes & Posner, 2017). Meanwhile, 
exemplary leaders also have the ability to enlist others by creating a common purpose or a 
shared vision with their team (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). 
Envision the Future. Being able to envision and see possibilities is an essential quality 
of leadership (Kerfoot, 2001; Maxwell, 2018). According to Kouzes and Posner (2017), there are 
techniques to increase leaders’ capacity to envision a future for themselves and others: reflect on 
the past, attend to the present, prospect the future, and express your passion. To be able to 
envision the possibilities, leaders are encouraged to reflect on what has happened, spot the 
trends and patterns in the present, identify emerging developments in all aspects of life inside 
and outside the organization, and last, to connect and express their deepest inner feelings. It is 
important to find a common purpose in the process of envisioning the future. Thus, Kouzes and 
Posner (2017) suggested leaders, “Listen deeply to what is important to others in their future 
and to what gives their lives meaning and purpose” (p. 116) and “Involve others in crafting a 
shared vision of the future. Don’t make it a top-down process” (p. 116). 
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Enlist Others. “Much too often it is assumed that leaders have the sole responsibility to 
be the visionaries” (p. 107); however, “people want to see themselves in the picture of the future 
that the leader is painting” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 107). It is critical for leaders to inspire a 
shared vision with their team rather than persuade others to follow the leader’s own vision. 
Communication of a strong and clear vision has always been considered one of the critical 
leadership traits (Conger, 1989; Sperandio, 2006; Wolf, 2014). Communicating a shared vision 
benefits both leaders and organizations. In Kotter’s 8-Step Process for Leading Change, 
developing and communicating a vision is a critical step to empower people and make change 
happen (Kotter, 2012). A shared vision is also one of the five disciplines in creating a learning 
organization, which Senge (2006) identified in his book, The Fifth Discipline. According to 
Senge (2006), a shared vision changes employees’ relationship with the organization. “It is no 
longer ‘their company’; it becomes ‘our company’.…It creates a common identity” (p. 194). 
“Shared visions attract more people, sustain higher levels of motivation, and withstand more 
challenges than those that are exclusive to only a few” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 97). This 
shared vision, common purpose, dream, or mission inspires people to want to work toward 
making the vision a reality (Kouzes & Posner, 2017; Senge, 2006). 
Practice 3: Challenge the Process 
Leaders challenge the process by looking for new possibilities, experimenting and taking 
risks. “Not one person achieved a personal best by keeping things the same. Regardless of the 
specifics, they all involved overcoming adversity and embracing opportunities to grow, innovate, 
and improve” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 16). 
Leaders search for opportunities and make things happen by actively seeking innovative 
ideas from familiar experience (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). Kouzes and Posner (2017) encouraged 
leaders to be on the lookout for things that lull their colleagues into a false sense of security, 
focusing less on the routine operations, but pay attention on the “untested and untired” (p. 167) 
ideas. A few guidelines were provided in exercising this practice. For example, leaders seize the 
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initiative by making something happen beyond their job description and see opportunities 
where others do not see them; leaders encourage initiative in others (Gustavson & Liff, 2014; 
Kouzes & Posner, 2017; Manz & Sims, 2001); also, leaders challenge the process with a common 
purpose, which could be a motivation to others (Emery, 2019). Exemplary leaders also exercise 
outsight. They look outside of their experience, listen to and encourage diverse perspectives, and 
treat every job as an adventure rather than routines by always asking “what’s new? What’s next? 
What’s better?” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 168). 
Great leaders break norms and take risks (Boyett, 1996; Porter, 2014). To take a step 
further, some leaders would encourage, challenge, and prepare others to come forward to take 
risks as well (Porter, 2014). According to Kouzes and Posner (2017), exemplary leaders usually 
take two approaches: generating small wins and learning from experience, to “transform 
challenge into an exploration, uncertainty into a sense of adventure, fear into resolve, and risk 
into reward” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 172). A few practical exercises were suggested by Kouzes 
and Posner. Leaders could create opportunities for small wins to achieve short-term goals and 
steps, build momentum, and promote meaningful progress. Leaders can also actively promote a 
safe and active learning environment for people to experiment, take risks, make mistakes, and 
learn from their experiences. 
Much of the research supported the practice of challenging the process. 
Transformational leaders create an environment to encourage their employees to discuss freely 
and try new things (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Tierney et al. (1999) discussed the significant 
connection between leaders’ demonstration and openness of creativity and employees’ instinct 
motivation on creativity. Change-oriented leadership also supports the idea of challenging the 
process (Gil et al., 2005; Ortega et al., 2014). Teams with more change-oriented leaders reported 
greater psychological safety (Ortega et al., 2014), hence it positively influenced employees’ voice, 
team learning, and team performance (Detert & Burris, 2007; Ortega et al., 2014). Researchers 
have also proved the importance of developing, promoting, and maintaining a safe and effective 
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learning climate (Senge, 2006; Zaccaro et al., 2008). The significance of leading change is well 
researched (Yukl et al., 2002). Yukl et al. (2002) argued that even though many theories 
recognize the importance of leading change, they do not always describe the change behaviors 
that are required. Therefore, Yukl et al. (2002) listed specific leadership behaviors in leading 
change, such as making short-term plans, envisioning and proposing change with great passion 
and conviction, taking personal risks to promote desirable organizational change, and 
encouraging and challenging others for innovative thinking. 
Practice 4: Enable Others to Act 
Great organizational achievement requires a team effort, and it is based on trust, 
relationship, and collaboration (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). Leaders enable others to act by 
fostering collaboration and strengthening others (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). Bhope (as cited in 
Kouzes & Posner, 2017) wrote: 
No one could have done this alone. It was essential to be open to all ideas and to give 
everyone a voice in the decision-making process. The one guiding principle on the 
project was that the team was larger than any individual on the team. (p. 17) 
Leaders Foster Collaboration by Building a Climate of Trust and Facilitating 
Relationships. Maintaining a collaborative climate is a critical factor in achieving and 
sustaining high team performance and effectiveness (Kouzes & Posner, 2017; LaFasto & Larson, 
2001). In Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) study, they found leaders who spend the most time 
developing cooperative relationships among the people with whom they work are viewed as the 
most effective leaders, and they have the highest level of engagement by their direct reports. In 
addition, a climate of trust and collaboration allows its members to stay problem focused, 
communicate and understand one another (Larson & LaFasto, 1989), and become willing to take 
risks (McLain & Hackman, 1999). To practice building a climate of trust, Kouzes and Posner 
(2017) encouraged leaders to be the first to trust, show concern for others, and share knowledge 
and information. Similarly, Larson and LaFasto (1989) emphasized the importance of honesty, 
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openness, consistency, and respect in building trusting relationships. To foster collaboration 
through facilitating relationships, leaders are recommended to structure projects that require 
cooperation and have common goals. “People are more likely to cooperate if the payoffs for 
working together are greater than those associated with working by themselves” (Kouzes & 
Posner, 2017, p. 213). Consequently, leaders help people to realize that they are interdependent. 
By working together, people will accomplish great success that they could not accomplish by 
working individually. Last, Kouzes and Posner (2017) believed that regular communications 
between team members promoted positive feelings on the part of each for the other party. 
Therefore, they encouraged the transferring between teams and letting people get familiar with 
the cultures and practices of their peers. Leaders also are encouraged to find ways to increase 
deep and meaningful face-to-face time and thus increase the durability of the relationship 
(Kouzes & Posner, 2017). 
Leaders Strengthen Others by Increasing Self-Determination and 
Developing Competence. Great leaders empower people (Conger, 1989; Wolf, 2014). 
Empowerment has been suggested to have a positive association with organization’s motivation 
(Conger & Kanungo, 1988), effectiveness (Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Spreitzer et al., 1997), job 
satisfaction (Spreitzer et al., 1997; Thomas & Tymon, 1994), and participative climate (Spreitzer, 
1996). 
“Leaders empower via direction and inspiration” (Burke, 1986, p. 56). According to 
Burke (1986), successful leaders are the ones who pay attention to the needs of the followers and 
the group, and they are able to conceptualize and envision the needs by providing direction and 
inspiration. Kouzes and Posner’s five practices of exemplary leadership models are based on a 
transformational leadership perspective (Abu‐Tineh et al., 2009). One of many strengths of 
transformational leadership is it places a strong focus on followers’ needs. Leaders “help 
followers develop the confidence and capabilities necessary to succeed” and enable them to act 
as leaders (Posner, 2015, p. 889). In Goleman’s (2000) six leadership styles, he declared that the 
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coaching leadership style “focuses more on personal development than on immediate work-
related tasks” (p. 3). 
Practice 5: Encourage the Heart 
By encouraging the heart, Kouzes and Posner (2017) considered exemplary leaders who 
recognized contributions by showing appreciation for individual excellence and celebrated the 
values and victories by creating a spirit of community. Many theorists and practitioners have 
supported Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) concept of encouraging the heart. For example, as a 
reflection and implementation of the five exemplary leadership theory model, Williams et al. 
(2011), in their Caring Leadership Model, suggested leaders embody an environment of caring-
helping-trusting for self and others. Similarly, Harris (2002) stated that effective leadership is 
through empowering and encouraging others. In addition, servant leadership also supports the 
concept of encouraging the heart (Ebener & O’Connell, 2010; Van Dierendonck, 2011; Wong & 
Page, 2003). 
Leaders encourage the heart by recognizing contributions (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). 
Reynolds and Warfield (2010) believed that one of the main differences between leaders and 
managers is that leaders recognize contributions of their members. Recognition of team 
member’s achievements, challenges, and expertise is critical in building a strong team 
(MacIsaac, 2016). According to Kouzes and Posner (2017), to recognize contributions, leaders 
must first communicate and maintain high expectations about what individuals and teams can 
accomplish. Kouzes and Posner (2017) encouraged leaders to show their team that they believe. 
“Believing in others is an extraordinarily powerful force in propelling greater performance” 
(Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 253). Second, leaders create a comfortable environment to receive 
and give feedback. Uusiautti (2013) emphasized the significance of leaders both giving and 
receiving feedback. “A caring leader appreciates and welcomes this kind of feedback, but also 
understands the importance of giving similar feedback to followers. Caring leadership involves 
being open to criticism and ready to learn” (p. 491). Third, leaders take time to inquire, observe, 
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ask, and also find out the types of encouragement that make the most difference. Fourth, leaders 
could be creative and spontaneous when it comes to recognition. Kouzes and Posner (2017) 
found that personalized recognition is rated the most meaningful recognition, and genuine 
recognition does not have to be tangible. Finally, leaders are encouraged to use “thank you” in 
everyday behavior. “People appreciate knowing that you have their best interests at heart, and 
they are more caring about what they are doing as a result. When you genuinely care, even the 
smallest of gestures reap huge rewards” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 265). 
Leaders encourage the heart by celebrating the values and victories (Kouzes & Posner, 
2017). “Celebrating together reinforces the fact that extraordinary performance is the result of 
many people’s efforts” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 293). Celebration of values and 
accomplishments builds a strong sense of team or community (MacIsaac, 2016), sustains team 
spirit, reinforces organizational values, increases commitments, and strengthens people’s focus. 
To commit in this practice, a few suggestions were provided by Kouzes and Posner (2017): Find 
and create occasions to bring people together to celebrate publicly accomplishments; Take 
actions that demonstrate that you care and value your team, and have their best interest; Create 
fun working environments and demonstrate the joy and passion for their organization and 
others; Get personally involved in as many recognitions and celebrations as possible and 
demonstrate that encouraging the heart is something everyone should do; and finally, calendar 
celebrations and look for spontaneous opportunities to link shared values with victories. 
The theoretical framework this study uses, the Kouzes and Posner’s leadership model, is 
supported by the literature. Table 3 displays supporting literature of each principle of the Five 




Theoretical Framework for Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Model 
Leadership Practices Authors 
Model the way Balwant et al., 2014; Bass & Riggio, 2006; Beckett et al., 2013; Linzey 
& Pierce, 2015; Owens & Hekman, 2012 
Inspire a shared vision Conger, 1989; Cramer, 2014; Kerfoot, 2001; Kotter, 2012 Maxwell, 
2018; Senge, 2006; Sperandio, 2006; Wolf, 2014 
Challenge the process Bass & Riggio, 2006; Boyett, 1996; Detert & Burris, 2007; Emery, 
2019; Gil et al., 2005; Gustavson & Liff, 2014; Manz & Sims, 2001; 
Ortega et al., 2014; Porter, 2014; Senge, 2006; Tierney et al., 1999; 
Yukl et al., 2002; Zaccaro et al., 2008 
Enable others to act Burke, 1986; Conger, 1989; Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Goleman, 
2000; LaFasto & Larson, 2001; McLain & Hackman, 1999; Spreitzer 
et al., 1997; Thomas & Tymon, 1994; Wolf, 2014 
Encourage the heart Ebener & O’Connell, 2010; Harris, 2002; MacIsaac, 2016; Reynolds & 
Warfield, 2010; Uusiautti, 2013; Van Dierendonck, 2011; Williams et 
al., 2011; Wong & Page, 2003 
 
Intersections between Leadership, Learning, and Graduate Hybrid Education 
The “concepts of learning and leading have been influenced by similar historical and 
philosophical ideas” (Lambert et al., 1995, p. 28). From a constructivist perspective, people’s 
learning is formed and influenced by their personal prior experiences, beliefs, histories, and 
perceptions. Therefore, Lambert et al. (1995) emphasize that leadership must be based on the 
same ideas that formed by constructivist learning, addressing the need for sense-making, 
community participation, and reflections. 
According to Lambert et al. (1995) and their constructivist leader perspective, those who 
perform leadership in learning need: 
• A sense of purpose and ethics, because honesty and trust are fundamental to 
relationships. 
• Facilitation skills, because framing, deepening, and moving the conversations about 
teaching and learning are fundamental to constructing meaning. 
• An understanding of constructivist learning for all humans 
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• A deep understanding of change and transitions, because change is not what we 
thought it was. 
• An understanding of context so that communities of memories can be continually 
drawn and enriched. 
• A personal identify that allows for courage and risk, low ego needs, and a sense of 
possibilities. (p. 47) 
These above constructivist perspectives on leading in learning are highly correlated with 
Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) leadership principles. After an examination of the literature, a 
robust connection between hybrid teaching strategies and Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) 
leadership theory model has been revealed. The following paragraphs will discuss the 
connections between each of the five exemplary leadership principles and teaching 
considerations in graduate hybrid courses. In general, instructors’ leadership plays a make-or-
break role in students’ learning motivation and performance (Öqvist, & Malmström, 2016). 
Model the Way and Graduate Hybrid Education 
Kouzes and Posner (2006) stated that people follow the person before the plan. 
“Modeling the way is essentially about earning the right and the respect to lead through direct 
individual involvement and action” (Kouzes & Posner, 2006, p. 15). A few leadership practices in 
teaching hybrid classes are found to match the concept of Model the Way. 
To enlist students and have them believe the importance of the course and learning, 
faculty may invest time and model their commitment in making this class successful. Before 
teaching the course, faculty could spend time, such as searching for articles and books, 
attending workshops, working with the school IT department, and being aware of upcoming 
training sessions (King & Arnold, 2012). As Kouzes and Posner (2017) suggested for exemplary 
leaders, “Make sure your calendar, your meetings, your interviews, your emails, and all the other 
ways you spend your time reflect what you say is important” (p. 92). 
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Instructors are suggested to apply learner-centered principles and strategies and provide 
opportunities for students to articulate their passion and value (McDonough, 2012). Similarly, 
Kouzes and Posner (2017) mentioned the significance of leadership in providing opportunities 
and helping others to articulate their values and why they do what they do. For example, on the 
first day of class, instructors can initiate conversations to give students time to talk about their 
beliefs about education, attitude about hybrid learning, interest, and goals for the future. 
King and Arnold (2012) suggested instructors have self-reflection and careful refinement 
at each stage of the course development and teaching. Instructors are encouraged to spend time 
reflect on what they claim is important and adjust based on the received feedback. Without 
reflection and change, “people will stop bothering to provide it” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 92). 
Exemplary leaders make sure that people are following to agreed-upon standards 
(Kouzes & Posner, 2017). Instructors as leaders are encouraged to do the same in their hybrid 
learning planning stage. For example, instructors need to think carefully through and 
communicate the details of both face-to-face and online learning experiences, such as detailed 
assignment directions, grading rubrics, and assignment expectations (Parris et al., 2011). In 
addition, reinforcement is significant, so that desirable and correct responses should be 
recognized and rewarded (Hilgard & Bower, 1966). 
Inspire a Shared Vision and Graduate Hybrid Education 
Exemplary leaders are often forward thinking. They are able to imagine a positive future 
and see great opportunities to come and enlist others by creating a common purpose or a shared 
vision with their team (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). According to Hilgard and Bower (1966), 
students’ long-range goals affect their short-range activities. Therefore, students of similar 
capability may do better in courses perceived as relevant to their majors than in those perceived 
as irrelevant. Do students know about the purpose of the course and learning? Are students 
aligned with these visions? Are they genuinely enthusiastic about these visions? It is urgent to 
ensure that a leader, who is a faculty member, has a clear and a compelling shared vision that all 
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team members, who are students, recognize and understand (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). 
According to Kouzes and Posner (2017), to inspire a shared vision, leaders must do two things: 
first, envision the future by imagining exciting possibilities; and second, enlist others in a 
common vision by appealing to shared aspirations. 
Educators need to help learners to envision the future. Cashman (2017) proposed three 
big questions to clarify organizational purpose: 
• The Big What Question (Vision): What is possible for us to become? 
• The Big How Question (Strategy): How will we get there? 
• The Big Why Questions (Purpose): Why is it so important that we exist in the world? 
(p. 79) 
According to Knowles’ et al. (2005) andragogical model, adults need to know the why, 
which is the purpose of the learning, before they could commit to the learning process. To be 
more specific, adult students want to know what will be learned the importance of the learning, 
and how learning will be conducted. The concept of mutual planning is found to be effective in 
adult learning. “Engaging adults as collaborative partners for learning satisfies their need to 
know as well as appeals to their self-concept as independent learners” (Knowles et al., 2005, p. 
169). Parris et al. (2011) recommended hybrid teaching faculty to set early, clear, and consistent 
expectations, as well as help students see the vision for the class and realize that consistent 
engagement with the learning (beyond class meeting) is needed in accomplishing the big 
picture. 
In addition, faculty as leaders need to make sure their students know what makes their 
field of study and work unique and special. Faculty are encouraged to have discussions with 
students about the relationship between their field of study and the current subject to increase 
student motivation in online learning (Kranzow, 2013). Additionally, it would be beneficial if 
students have the “freedom to choose their own means of achieving it” (Goleman, 2000, p. 3). 
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Challenge the Process and Graduate Hybrid Education 
Leaders challenge the process by constantly looking outward for opportunities and 
innovations for themselves and their followers. Faculty can help students develop a growth 
mindset and thus increase student personal engagement. “If students enter university with a 
fixed, or ‘entity’ view of intelligence, then they may disengage when things become difficult” 
(Pittaway, 2012, p. 42). Knowles et al. (2005) suggested teachers challenge their adult students 
by exposing them to new possibilities of self-fulfillment, helping students clarify their own 
aspirations for improved behavior, helping students diagnose the gap between their aspiration 
and their current level of performance, and helping students identify the problems they 
experience because of the gaps in their personal equipment. 
Leaders challenge the process with a safe environment for people to explore and take 
risks by promoting learning from experience. Similarly, it is the faculty’s responsibility to 
construct an environment that is conducive to learning, and in a way that students are 
motivated and engaged in purposeful learning activities (E. Johnson et al., 2018; Knowles et al., 
2005). Researches have revealed that obstacles such as test anxiety and self-conception may 
weaken students’ motivation for self-improvement and academic achievement (Bernaus & 
Gardner, 2008; Khalaila, 2015). Therefore, by applying Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) principle, 
faculty as leaders are suggested to challenge the process by creating a learning environment in 
which people feel trusted, encouraged to persist, share achievements and failures, adopt 
continuous improvement as the common way of doing things, and have opportunities to observe 
and interact with positive role models. To apply this leadership principle in teaching, Pittaway 
(2012), in his engagement framework, suggested the development of respectful and supportive 
relationships and students are given and take the responsibility for their learning. In addition, 
with clear expectations, instructors also scaffold the learning for students to develop knowledge, 
understanding, and skills to reach the high standards. 
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Enable Others to Act and Graduate Hybrid Education 
Leaders foster collaboration by building a climate of trust and facilitating relationships 
(Kouzes & Posner, 2017). Maintaining an active and collaborative climate is a critical factor in 
achieving and sustaining high team performance and effectiveness (Kouzes & Posner, 2017; 
LaFasto & Larson, 2001). Singh (2017) found active learning that involves teams and interactive 
methods enhances student success, and it was received positively by the students. Willekens and 
Gibson (2010) also emphasized the importance of collaborative learning and student-faculty 
interaction. Similarly, Smyth et al. (2012) emphasized that instructors are the key in creating 
and nurturing a community of students. In a learning environment, instructors function as 
facilitators, “guiding transformative experiences enabling students to feel confident and 
supported in working independently and with each other” (Smyth et al., 2012, p. 467). Rausch 
and Crawford (2012) proposed a hybrid learning community model to build community right 
from the beginning with group projects designed to increase the socialization process. 
In the field of education, cooperative learning (Gradel & Edson, 2011; Roseth et al., 
2013), team projects, and technology (Parris et al., 2011) are often suggested by researchers in 
promoting collaboration and out-of-class engagement. Knowles et al. (2005) emphasized that 
there is less motivation for improvement and more obstacles to learning in hierarchically 
structured organizations than those that are more functionally structured. Therefore, enabling 
others by adopting interlinked work groups and project-based tasks are needed in teaching. 
According to Knowles et al. (2005), andragogical teachers help and enable students to 
learn among themselves. Faculty play a role that builds relationships of helpfulness among the 
students by “encouraging cooperative activities and refraining from inducing competitiveness 
and judgmentalness” (p. 129). Cooperative learning has proved to be a pedagogy strategy to 
address challenges in higher education hybrid courses (Gradel & Edson, 2011). In particular, the 
synchronous forms of cooperative learning results in “greater achievement, motivation, and 
more positive peer relationships compared to asynchronous forms” (Roseth et al., 2013, p. 55). 
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D. Johnson and Johnson (2004) listed five key elements of a well-organized cooperative 
learning environment, which are positive interdependence, individual and group accountability, 
promotive interaction, teaching students the required interpersonal and small-group skills, and 
group processing. The first and the most essential element is positive interdependence. 
“Students must believe that they sink or swim together” (D. Johnson & Johnson, 2004, p. 32). 
As an instructor, common goals need to be clearly structured so that students would be able to 
understand that they are linked to each other, and they are responsible for mutual 
achievements. The second element is individual and group accountability. D. Johnson and 
Johnson (2004) believed that a cooperative learning group “must be accountable for achieving 
its goals” (p. 32). The group needs to have a clear goal and to be able to measure the progress in 
achieving them and individual efforts. In addition, promotive interaction, preferably a face-to-
face or virtual synchronous interaction, is encouraged. Furthermore, interpersonal and small-
group skills are required in cooperative learning. “Group members must know how to provide 
effective leadership, decision making, trust building, communication, and conflict-management” 
(p. 33). Therefore, these teamwork skills need to be learned and taught by faculty. Last, the fifth 
element is group processing. Group processing is group reflection time. Group members analyze 
and discuss on how well they are achieving their goals. By doing so, group effectiveness can be 
continuously enhanced. However, the challenge is how instructors can facilitate and encourage 
cooperative learning in hybrid classes, especially when students are learning asynchronously 
online. This will be investigated later and discussed with faculty members who are being 
studied. 
In addition, leaders enable others to act by strengthening others (Kouzes & Posner, 
2017). By doing so, leaders may “provide people opportunities to make choices,” “spend time 
getting to know your constituents and find out what makes them tick,” “structure projects so 
that there is a common goal that requires cooperation,” “listen, listen, and listen some more,” 
and “find ways to get people together” (pp. 217–218). In teaching leadership practices, teachers 
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may provide options for learning assignments (Knowles et al., 2005); spend time getting to help; 
show approval, encouragement, and friendship to the students; help students to organize project 
groups, learning teams, independent study, to share responsibility in the process of mutual 
learning (Knowles et al., 2005); and listen, understand, and help the students, instead of 
control, command, and persuade them (Tough, 1979). 
Encourage the Heart and Graduate Hybrid Education 
The group atmosphere of learning affects satisfaction and outcomes of learning (Hilgard 
& Bower, 1966). In Knowles’s et al. (2005) andragogical approach, adults learn better in a 
relaxed, trusting, mutually respectful, informal, warm, collaborative, supportive learning 
environment. To encourage the heart, leaders need to build a community of encouragement and 
celebration (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). This is similar to the idea of a humanistic approach to 
teaching and learning (Knowles et al., 2005). Humanistic psychologists encourage educators to 
create psychological environments that are “safe, caring, accepting, trusting, respectful, and 
understanding” (Knowles et al, 2005, p. 55). With this humanistic approach, teachers need to 
demonstrate high-level communication skills and build a strong and creative student-teacher 
relationship (Herman, 1995). In Albu’s (2017, as cited in Venera-Mihaela, 2017) book A 
Humanistic Approach to Education, he carries a humanistic axiology, in which students and 
teachers may be trusted, 
…provided with proper conditions for effective research and effective and emotional 
involvement in (self) learning, stimulation of creativity, encouragement and confidence, 
respect and sincerity, recognition of the value of each person, understanding and 
closeness, acceptance and cooperation: that is, conditions conducive to soul care. (p. 2) 
Leaders take actions that demonstrate that they “have people’s backs” and ensure they 
feel “part of the whole” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 294). The sense of belonging is a universal 
human need for motivation (Maslow, 1954). However, the challenge of students’ feelings of 
disconnection and isolation in hybrid learning is found by many scholars (Parris et al., 2011; 
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Rasheed et al., 2020; Smyth et al., 2012). Consequently, increased attention has been given to 
the importance of a sense of community in higher education, especially in the hybrid learning 
field (Rovai & Jordan, 2004; Shield et al., 2005). According to McMillan and Chavis (1986), a 
sense of community means “a feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that members 
matter to one another and to the group, and a shared faith that members’ needs will be met 
through their commitment to be together” (p. 9). A sense of community and belonging impacts 
students in significant ways. According to Rovai and Jordan (2004), students who have a low 
sense of community and belonging are likely to feel isolated and are at-risk of becoming 
dropouts. On the other hand, a higher-level sense of community and belonging brings numerous 
positive outcomes for students, such as better academic performance, increased self-worth and 
value, increased engagement in class activities, and positive perceptions of course content 
(Spanierman et al., 2013). 
Summary 
In an analysis of the literature, there is increasing evidence indicating that hybrid 
education requires faculty to acquire and apply pedagogical skills, technological skills, and 
leadership skills to design learning and engage students in a hybrid learning environment. 
Hybrid courses bring out major challenges related to faculty’s pedagogy knowledge in hybrid 
learning (Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013; Korr et al., 2012; Levin et al., 
2013; Ma’arop & Embi, 2016; Young et al., 2016), skills in finding the right balance (Alebaikan & 
Troudi, 2010; Farmer, 2020; Gedik et al., 2013; Korr et al., 2012; Levy, 2020; Ma’arop & Embi, 
2016; Rowley et al., 2002; Serrano et al., 2019), increasing workload for both faculty and 
students (Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; Gedik et al., 2013; Korr et al., 2012; Napier et al., 2011; 
Rasheed et al., 2020; Serrano et al., 2019), technology competency for both faculty and students 
(Brown, 2016; Lin, 2008; Nuruzzaman, 2016; Prasad et al., 2018; Rasheed et al., 2020), 
technology issues (Hara, 2000; Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013; Lin, 2008; Smyth et al., 2012), 
student engagement and motivation (Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; E. Johnson et al., 2018; Napier et al., 
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2011; Parris et al., 2011; Shea et al., 2015), student self-regulation (Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010; 
Napier et al., 2011; Nuruzzaman, 2016; Raes et al., 2019; Rasheed et al., 2020), faculty and 
students’ mindset and attitude (Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013; Ramos et al., 2011; Rasheed et al., 
2020), and students’ feelings of isolation (Parris et al., 2011; Rasheed et al., 2020; Smyth et al., 
2012). With these challenges, how do faculty apply leadership skills in teaching graduate hybrid 
courses? While the existing literature provides substantial information on the forms, 
advantages, challenges, pedagogy, and faculty’s roles in hybrid learning, there is limited 
literature that focuses on the intersection between faculty leadership and graduate hybrid 
education. This literature review also offers necessary findings in leadership theory applications 
in teaching hybrid courses, based on the theoretical framework of Kouzes and Posner’s (2000; 
2017) Leadership Model: The Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership. 
Teaching graduate students in the hybrid format requires faculty to give attention to 
leadership considerations. A review of the literature demonstrated three essential perspectives: 
• The research has supported that leadership in teaching has potential to benefit 
hybrid education. 
• Although there are existing models for hybrid pedagogy, there have not been any 
comprehensive studies to address fully faculty’s leadership strategy considerations 
and practices in teaching, particularly in teaching graduate hybrid courses. 
• Further studies on this topic would uncover, describe, and conceptualize faculty’s 
current leadership practices to inform the potential development of faculty 
leadership strategies in teaching graduate hybrid courses. 
A case study of faculty’s leadership applications in teaching graduate hybrid courses 
would have many implications for hybrid instruction in higher education. Therefore, this study 
sought to investigate the main research question: What leadership strategies are commonly 
practiced by faculty in teaching graduate hybrid courses? Based on the theoretical framework 
this study chooses to use, five sub-questions were also developed: (a) What leadership strategies 
60 
are applied by faculty to model the way?; (b) What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to 
inspire a shared vision?; (c) What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to challenge the 
process?; (d) What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to enable others to act?; and (e) 
What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to encourage the heart? 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
Hybrid education is one of the fastest-growing trends in higher education because of its 
numerous benefits (F. Wang et al., 2010). Studies related to hybrid learning have focused on 
student engagement strategies, students’ attitudes, faculty experiences, learning effectiveness, 
and technology tools. However, very few studies have researched the leadership practices in 
hybrid instruction, particularly in graduate-level education (Hyatt & Allen, 2018; Torres & 
Gilzene, 2019). The research results gleaned from this study aimed to tackle the identified gap in 
the research and contribute to the literature about faculty leadership in graduate hybrid 
instruction. 
The purpose of this qualitative exploratory case study was to examine, describe, and 
conceptualize the lived experiences faced by faculty who are teaching graduate-level hybrid 
courses. The overarching research question was: What leadership strategies are commonly 
practiced by faculty who teach graduate hybrid courses? This chapter contains information 
about the systematic procedures of a qualitative exploratory case study approach, theoretical 
framework, research design, research quality assurance, and human subject considerations in 
detail. 
Chapter Structure 
Chapter 3 presented a discussion about the qualitative research methodology and 
research design of the study. The chapter started with a review of the study’s background, 
followed by a purpose statement, and research questions. The researcher then discussed the 
research design, including case study as a qualitative approach and the rationale; research 
setting such as research site and population; sampling methods; and instrumentation. Data 
collection procedures and data analysis techniques were explained. This chapter included a 
description of the protection of human subjects. Research quality assurance, including 
credibility and dependability, were also discussed. Last, the researcher’s positionality and the 
research limitations were described. 
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Purpose Statement and Research Questions 
Purpose Statement 
Hybrid learning in graduate education has become an inevitable phenomenon, and 
faculty leadership is one of the essential but often overlooked components in hybrid teaching 
and learning. As a result, it is critical that educators and institutions study the gap and 
intersection between faculty leadership and graduate hybrid education. The researcher collected 
data related to faculty leadership considerations and applications that provides insight into 
leadership strategies in a graduate hybrid education environment. The study contributed to the 
literature on hybrid pedagogy, learning, and leadership in graduate education. The purpose of 
this exploratory case study was to examine and conceptualize faculty perspectives and practices 
of leadership skills for teaching graduate hybrid courses. The results of the study sought to 
benefit graduate school hybrid education faculty, administrators, and program and course 
designers in applying effective leadership strategies in graduate hybrid teaching environments. 
Research Questions 
In order to examine faculty leadership practices used in graduate hybrid courses, the 
following six research questions were used: 
The central guiding research question for this study was: What leadership strategies are 
commonly practiced by faculty in teaching graduate hybrid courses? 
The following questions informed the study: 
• RQ1: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to model the way? 
• RQ2: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to inspire a shared vision? 
• RQ3: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to challenge the process? 
• RQ4: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to enable others to act? 




Richards and Morse (2013) wrote: 
A common feature of qualitative projects is that they aim to create understanding from 
data as the analysis proceeds. This means that the research design of a qualitative study 
differs from that of a study that starts with an understanding to be tested, where often 
the hypothesis literally dictates the form, quantity, and scope of required data. (p. 87) 
Hybrid education has been commonly implemented in worldwide educational programs 
in recent years, especially in higher education and corporate training settings (Klimova & Kacetl, 
2015). However, there are few studies in recent years that research the links between faculty 
leadership strategies and hybrid instruction (e.g., Hyatt & Allen, 2018; Torres & Gilzene, 2019), 
and even fewer studies specific to graduate-level education. Therefore, this study applied a 
qualitative exploratory case study methodological approach to gather, code, and interpret data. 
The case study approach is “a strategy of doing research which involves an empirical 
investigation of a particular contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context using 
multiple sources of evidence” (Robson, 1993, p. 146). Case studies provide an opportunity to 
develop an in-depth analysis of a case, allowing researchers to “collect detailed information 
using a variety of data collection procedures over a sustained period of time” (Creswell & 
Creswell, 2018, p. 14), usually through observation, interviews, field notes, audiovisual material, 
documents, and reports. As a result of the process, the data was collected, coded, categorized, 
and conceptualized. Scholars often use theorizing processes to move from categories to concepts 
and then to build frameworks of concepts that map or image the subjects of research (Richards 
& Morse, 2013). Thus, a conceptual framework of leadership practices for teaching graduate 
hybrid courses was developed as a result of conceptualization. 
Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) Leadership Model was utilized as the theoretical framework. 
The five main components of this theoretical framework are: Model the Way, Inspire a Shared 
Vision, Challenge the Process, Enable Others to Act, and Encourage the Heart (Kouzes & Posner, 
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2017). This framework served as a tool to guide the study in the literature review process and 
served as a guideline for the research question design. 
Case Study as a Qualitative Method 
A qualitative exploratory case study approach was applied to discover faculty leadership 
strategies used for teaching graduate hybrid courses. According to Roberts and Hyatt (2019), 
qualitative studies focus on people’s experiences and perspectives, and the inquiries begin with 
questions about the area under investigation. In qualitative research, researchers may make 
observations, conduct in-depth, open-ended, semi-structured interviews, and review artifacts. 
“Rather than numbers, the data…describes people’s knowledge, opinions, perceptions, and 
feelings as well as detailed descriptions of people’s actions, behaviors, activities, and 
interpersonal interactions” (Roberts & Hyatt, 2019, p. 143). The case study approach is 
commonly conducted in social science disciplines (Yin, 2017). It is a qualitative research method 
that is often adopted and valued by researchers, particularly in the educational field. It involves 
the study of “an issue explored through one or more cases within a bounded system” (Creswell, 
2007, p. 73), usually through observation, interviews, field notes, audiovisual material, 
documents, and reports. There are three primary types of case study research: (a) explanatory 
case studies, (b) descriptive case studies, and (c) exploratory case studies (Yin, 2017). The 
central issue of this study is the connection between faculty’s leadership practices and graduate 
hybrid education. Therefore, this study utilized an exploratory case study approach to conduct 
an in-depth investigation of existing faculty leadership practices in graduate hybrid education at 
one university. 
Research Site and Population 
This research was conducted at a graduate school in a higher education institution in 
Southern California. For human subject consideration purposes, a pseudonym North Star 
University (NSU) was used to refer to the institution to be studied. NSU Graduate School of 
Education had an enrollment of more than 600 students from eight countries in the 2019–2020 
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school year, with approximately 40% male students and 60% female students. Students’ average 
age was 32 years old. NSU Graduate School of Education’s average student-faculty ratio was 
12:1. At the time of the study, the school was offering 11 graduate-level programs, including 
seven master’s programs and four doctoral programs. The school also provided other continuing 
education programs for working professionals. Among these programs, most offered hybrid 
learning and online learning options and courses. The study included nine faculty members who 
have been teaching graduate hybrid classes at NSU Graduate School of Education’s leadership 
programs for two or more years. 
Sampling Method 
Purposive sampling was this study’s primary sampling method. Roberts and Hyatt 
(2019) mentioned that qualitative research often limited participant sample size to a single- or 
double-digit number. Therefore, initially, 19 faculty participants from NSU Graduate School of 
Education were selected for this study by purposive sampling. More specifically, expert 
sampling was applied. As Etikan et al. (2016) mentioned, expert sampling selects experts in a 
particular field to be the subjects of the purposive sampling, and it is a positive tool to use when 
investigating new areas of research. Therefore, for this study, the researchers identified experts 
by using the following inclusive criteria: 
1. Faculty who have experience in teaching hybrid courses for two years or more. 
2. Faculty who have been teaching in graduate school for two years or more. 
3. Faculty who have been teaching in leadership programs for two years or more. 
The rationale to these criteria was to select professors who have experience teaching 
graduate-level hybrid courses and have leadership strategy awareness. Therefore, the subjects 
could articulate their leadership practices while participating in this study. All potential research 




This study utilized multiple data sources, including artifacts and interviews. “Typically, 
in good qualitative research the researchers draw on multiple sources of qualitative data to make 
interpretations about a research problem” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 187). Data was 
collected through artifacts and semi-structured interviews. The researcher collected publicly 
available course-related artifacts (e.g., catalog). All interviews were conducted with full-time and 
part-time faculty members who met the above-mentioned selected criteria. 
After careful consideration, the decision was made to use semi-structured interviews to 
collect faculty leadership practices in detail. One-to-one semi-structured interviews can 
encourage self-reflection on specific experiences without other distractions (Breen, 2006). 
Further, individuals’ interpretation of a significant experience may vary. The person being 
interviewed may be more motivated to share in a private setting to provide a full explanation of 
the information under investigation. In addition, the type of information sought in the study is 
related to faculty members’ personal experiences in the case organization. Semi-structured 
interviews with open-ended and semi-open-ended questions provided the environment and 
opportunity for further clarification and exploration of participants’ in-depth thoughts and 
provide more information to address the research questions. 
Interview Questions: 
1. What is your favorite hybrid course to teach, and why? 
2. Based on your experience, describe how you set examples and expectations for your 
students. 
3. Based on your experience, describe how you enlist your students. 
4. Based on your experience, describe how you improve your students’ learning process. 
5. Based on your experience, describe how you empower your students. 
6. Based on your experience, describe how you inspire your students. 
7. Are there any other practices and/or information you would like to add?  
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Data Collection Procedures 
After the initial agreement to participate in this study, each of the faculty participants 
was contacted for a 30- to 60-minute, one-on-one semi-structured interview to gain a deep 
understanding of the faculty’s leadership considerations in teaching graduate hybrid courses. 
After obtaining participants’ digital written approval to participate in the study, the participants 
were scheduled at the convenience of the participant for virtual interviews using Zoom, a virtual 
meeting technology platform. With the participants’ permission, Zoom Cloud Recording 
function was applied to record the audio conversations for auto transcribing. In addition to the 
audio recording, memos were recorded manually to capture key concepts and information. 
The faculty hybrid course-related artifacts that were publicly available were also 
collected electronically prior to the interviews. All participants voluntarily consented to 
participate in this study before any of the course artifacts were accessed. All documents were 
stored on the researcher’s private laptop on a secured hard drive for analysis. 
Data Analysis Techniques 
All interviews were conducted virtually through an online conferencing tool via Zoom. 
The Zoom platform was used to transcribe the interviews. All the recordings of the 
transcriptions were reviewed and manually corrected for accuracy. Afterward, each study 
participant received a transcript of their interview to confirm accuracy of the data that was 
collected. “Coding is the strategy that moves data from diffuse and messy texts to organized 
ideas about what is going on” (Richards & Morse, 2013, p. 167). Based on the research questions 
of this study, the data analysis process was a combination of deductive and inductive approaches 
(Elo & Kyngäs, 2008). First, the coding process started with the deductive approach with the 
study’s theoretical framework, Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) five leadership principles. Second, 
based on interview transcripts and researchers’ memos, inductive approach was applied to 
analyze the data by open coding, axial coding, and selective coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). 
Open coding was the initial coding method to organize keywords and ideas into categories. By 
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axial coding, categories were grouped and organized into themes and key concepts. Then, 
selective coding were utilized to select the central theme. According to Strauss and Corbin 
(1990), selective coding is “the process of selecting the central or core category, systematically 
relating it to other categories, validating those relationships, and filling in categories that need 
further refinement and development” (p. 116). Selective coding focuses on theoretical 
development regarding the nature of core themes and concepts emerging from the collected 
data. In case study research, selective coding is perceived as the culmination of the process of 
exploration (Mills et al., 2010). 
According to Creswell and Creswell (2018), the data analysis process involves multiple 
steps of analysis. “Step 1: Organize and prepare the data for analysis. Step 2: Read or look at all 
the data. Step 3: Start coding all of the data. Step 4: Generate a description and themes. Step 5: 
Represent the description and themes. Following these steps, the data was organized, reviewed, 
and analyzed” (p. 193). Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) Leadership Theory Model as the theoretical 
framework was adopted to guide the coding process. The interview data and artifacts were coded 
by addressing the following research questions: (a) What leadership strategies are applied by 
faculty to model the way?; (b) What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to inspire a 
shared vision?; (c) What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to challenge the process?; 
(d) What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to enable others to act?; and (e) What 
leadership strategies are applied by faculty to encourage the heart? Key quotes from the 
interviews were highlighted, coded, and sorted into themes.  
In addition, two inter-reviewers were invited to the coding process. Two doctorly 
prepared inter-reviewers who were familiar with leadership theories and practices, and who 
have experiences in teaching or working in graduate school were selected and involved in the 
coding process. Hyatt’s (2013) 10-step process to work with the inter-reviewers on data analysis 
was applied: 
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1. The primary researcher analyzes the data and then meets with the reviewer(s) to 
review the coding process for identifying themes. 
2. The primary researcher selects a transcript for the purpose of familiarizing the 
reviewer(s) with the coding process. 
3. The researcher maintains the highlighted/analyzed version of the transcript. 
4. The reviewer(s) is provided with a clean copy of the selected transcript. 
5. Prior to analysis, the researcher and reviewer(s) will each read the transcript to a) 
familiarize the reviewer(s) with the data from the transcripts; and b) to further the 
reviewer(s) consideration of the information and to answer any questions about the 
transcript. 
6. The researcher assists the reviewer(s) in completing the analysis of one selected 
transcript by bracketing for reduction, horizontalization, and synthesis of the text for 
structural descriptions and conclusions. 
7. Meaning units are entered in the left margin. Structural descriptions and conclusions 
are entered into the right margin. This completes analysis of the transcript. 
8. The additional reviewer(s) applies the same process to the remaining transcripts 
independent of the primary researcher. If there are multiple reviewers, each works 
independently. 
9. After completion of the process for all transcripts, the primary researcher and 
reviewer(s) reconvene. The primary researcher and the reviewer(s) review their 
identified findings, discuss differences, and come to a consensus on the conclusions. 
An analysis categorizing form may be created to identify the agreed-upon themes. 
10. Generally, criteria for major themes are met when a minimum of a majority of 
participants provide supportive data for the theme(s). (p. 3) 
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Protection of Human Subjects 
“Scholars are responsible for contributing to their field through rigorous research that 
incorporates sound methods while simultaneously demonstrating high ethical principles” 
(Roberts & Hyatt, 2019, p. 35). As a result, ethical consideration, especially the protection of 
human subjects, was essential. The researcher followed the Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
principles and guidelines at Pepperdine University. The researcher obtained IRB approval from 
the IRB committee at Pepperdine University before any data collection process. Information 
including study purpose, methods, data collection, analysis, interpretation, along with the plan 
for maintaining confidentiality and ethics of the participants, were included in the IRB 
application. After gaining IRB approval, the researchers began recruiting voluntary participants. 
“All prospective participants must be fully informed about the procedures and risks involved in 
the research project before they agree to take part” (Roberts & Hyatt, 2019, p. 36). Therefore, 
before engaging each participant in the study, the researcher informed participants of the 
study’s purpose and data collection process and obtain written consent. Participants were 
reminded that their participation was entirely voluntary, and they had the option to leave the 
study at any time without any penalty. Participants were informed that their responses would be 
held confidential. To increase confidentiality, each participant were assigned an alpha-numeric 
code (Roberts & Hyatt, 2019) to protect their identities. No other identifying demographic 
information were to be revealed. The researcher limited access to the identified data by using a 
private laptop, an individual Zoom account, and a strong password. 
This study qualified for an exempt review, as the risk of participation is minimal. It 
represented no greater risk than that incurred in daily routine. The interviews in average took 
about 40 to 60 minutes. Some participants might experience Zoom fatigue and boredom from 
the interview process. To reduce this minimal risk, the interview time was flexible, and it was 
open to be terminated if the participant found it overwhelming or uncomfortable at any point. 
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The overall goal of this study was to better understand faculty leadership practices in 
graduate hybrid education. No remuneration was provided to the participants. However, 
possible benefits to the participants might include gaining a better awareness of their own 
leadership practices in graduate hybrid teaching through the interview reflection questions. 
Furthermore, the interviewees’ participation were greatly appreciated as it contributed to the 
study of faculty leadership in graduate hybrid education. 
Digital recording raises ethical concerns during data collection (Roberts & Hyatt, 2019). 
As a result, Roberts and Hyatt (2019) suggested that researchers first obtain permission from 
the participants and explain how the recordings will be used, stored, and ultimately destroyed 
according to IRB policies. In this study, with participants’ permission, interview audio data were 
recorded on Zoom and then transferred to the researcher’s personal laptop computer. All 
collected electronic data were kept in password-secured folders in the researcher’s personal hard 
drive for analysis. Ultimately, the data will be destroyed within five years of the study’s 
completion. 
Credibility, Reliability, and Dependability 
One of the concerns for case studies is the credibility of data analysis. Therefore, this 
study used data triangulation (Creswell, 2007; Yin, 2017) and member checking (Lincoln & 
Guba, 1985) to increase study credibility. In addition, this study involved two inter-reviewers 
(Hyatt, 2013) in the coding process to ensure the study’s reliability and dependability. 
Data triangulation increases the credibility of the findings (Yin, 2017). Using multiple 
data sources will allow for data triangulation (Creswell, 2007). Therefore, to ensure research 
credibility, this research used more than one method to collect data, including artifacts and 
interviews. Obtaining data through different instruments also substantiates the consistency of 
findings. It increased the consistency of data collection methods. Lincoln and Guba (1985) 
recommend member checking as a procedure of enhancing rigor and credibility in qualitative 
research. Member checking “covers a range of activities including returning the interview 
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transcript to participants, a member check interview using the interview transcript data or 
interpreted data” (Birt et al., 2016, p. 1803), and etc. Therefore, in this study, the researcher sent 
each participant a transcript of their interview in order to enhance accuracy of the data that was 
collected (Birt et al., 2016). 
Reliability and Dependability 
To ensure the reliability in qualitative research, Gibbs (2007) suggested a few actions. 
For example: (a) check transcripts to avoid apparent mistakes made during transcription, (b) 
communication among the coders and sharing the analysis, and (c) check codes developed by 
different coders and compare results. Therefore, Zoom’s auto transcription function was 
operated. To ensure the accuracy of the transcripts, the transcripts then were manually checked 
and corrected. In addition, inter-reviewers were invited to help identify additional themes, 
discuss differences, validate the themes, come to a consensus on the conclusions, and 
eventually, to ensure the reliability and dependability of the coding process. Hyatt’s (2013) 
detailed 10-step process were implemented to establish inter-reviewer(s) reliability and to 
support further the dependability and trustworthiness of this study. 
Researcher and Reflexivity 
Qualitative researchers usually have close interaction with the research participants; 
therefore, the researchers must be aware of their own biases and subjectivity that relate to data 
(Creswell, 2007). In qualitative research, data analysis is highly reflexive, as the patterns and 
themes do not emerge on their own. Instead, they are driven by “what the inquirer wants to 
know and how the inquirer interprets what the data are telling her or him according to 
subscribed theoretical frameworks, subjective perspectives, ontological and epistemological 
positions, and intuitive field understandings” (Srivastava & Hopwood, 2009, p. 77). 
Reflexive analysis, the key to “sparking insight and developing meaning” (Srivastava & 
Hopwood, 2009, p. 77), is one of the processes to diminish researcher bias. During this study, 
the researcher, who has been a student and an educator in graduate hybrid education for five 
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years, maintained objectivity by keeping her practices and interpretation from influencing the 
participants she interviews. The use of Zoom recording and auto-transcription helped to reduce 
the bias and limited opinionated memos. 
Patton (2002) has provided three types of reflexive questions for triangulated reflexive 
analysis throughout the research process: (a) self-reflexivity, (b) reflexivity about those studied, 
and (c) reflexivity about the audience. Similarly, Srivastava & Hopwood (2009) developed a 
simple iteration framework with three iterative questions. The three guiding questions are: (a) 
What are the data telling me?—to clarify the lenses; (b) What is it I want to know?—to connect 
identified subjective lenses with research objectives; (c) What is the dialectical relationship 
between what the data are telling me and what I want to know?—to refine insights and sharpen 
the focus for analysis by identifying gaps in the researcher’s understandings of what was going 
on in the case. The researcher applied this reflexive iteration framework by visiting and 
revisiting the data, connecting them, and progressively leading to refined understandings 
(Srivastava & Hopwood, 2009). Scholars find reflexivity transforms subjectivity in research 
from problem to opportunity (Finlay & Gough, 2003). Through reflexivity, the researcher 
intentionally avoided bias, stayed focused on the research objectives, identified the researcher’s 
gaps in understanding, and refine insights. 
Limitations 
The sample population of this research was limited to one higher education institution in 
the U.S.. Therefore, the study did not include diverse perspectives and practices from other 
professors outside of this institution. Because of the nature of a case study that focuses on 
“particularization, not generalization” (Richards & Morse, 2013, p. 78). As a result, the findings 
from the study were limited and could not be generalized. However, the findings could assist to 
inform the field and to add information to the previous and recent research on this topic. This 
case study design could also be duplicated in different educational settings for further research. 
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This study only used qualitative methods. Therefore, the application of quantitative research or 
mix-methods may have provided additional information in future study. 
Chapter Summary 
Chapter 3 presented a discussion on the qualitative research methodology used in the 
study. The purpose statement and research questions were reviewed. This chapter then outlined 
an overview of the research design, including the case study as a qualitative approach and its 
rationale, research site and population, sampling methods, and instrumentation. Following the 
description of the research design, data collection procedures and data analysis techniques were 
explained. Furthermore, this chapter included a description of the protection of human subjects. 
In addition, research credibility and dependability, researcher’s positionality, and research 
limitations were also discussed. 
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Chapter 4: Data Analysis and Results 
This qualitative exploratory case study was designed to examine, describe, and 
conceptualize the lived experiences of faculty who are teaching graduate-level hybrid courses. 
The overarching question of this study was: What leadership strategies are commonly practiced 
by faculty who teach graduate hybrid courses? To investigate this, first, a thorough review of the 
literature revealed the Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership (Kouzes & Posner, 2017) as the 
theoretical framework for this study. The following research questions were developed based on 
this theoretical framework: 
• RQ1: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to model the way? 
• RQ2: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to inspire a shared vision? 
• RQ3: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to challenge the process? 
• RQ4: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to enable others to act? 
• RQ5: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to encourage the heart? 
Based on these research questions, a qualitative exploratory case study approach was 
applied with both semistructured interviews and artifact investigation. Seven semistructured 
interview questions were designed to guide the interviews. The same seven interview questions 
were asked and answered by each of the participants. 
• IQ1: What is your favorite hybrid course to teach, and why? (Ice-breaker question) 
• IQ2: Based on your experience, describe how you set examples and expectations for 
your students. 
• IQ3: Based on your experience, describe how you enlist your students. 
• IQ4: Based on your experience, describe how you improve your students’ learning 
process. 
• IQ5: Based on your experience, describe how you empower your students. 
• IQ6: Based on your experience, describe how you inspire your students. 
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• IQ7: Are there any other practices and/or information you would like to add? 
(Closing question) 
Chapter Structure 
Chapter 4 presents a discussion about the data analysis and result of this study in detail. 
This chapter first restated the purpose and research questions of the study. Next, a description 
of research participant recruitment, participant overview, and data collection procedure was 
introduced. Systematic procedures of data analysis and data analysis instruments were 
discussed, followed by methods for verification and trustworthiness. The research findings 
based on research questions and interview questions are presented, followed by a chapter 
summary at the end of the chapter. 
Interview Participant Recruitment 
Following approval from Pepperdine University IRB, the participants of this study were 
recruited using purposive sampling (Creswell, 2007). More specifically, expert sampling (Etikan 
et al., 2016) was applied to select experts in the particular field for this study. Therefore, 
participants were identified and selected by using the following inclusive criteria: 
• Faculty members who have experience in teaching hybrid courses for 2 years or 
more. 
• Faculty members who have been teaching in graduate school for 2 years or more. 
• Faculty members who have been teaching in leadership programs for 2 years or 
more. 
Nineteen potential participants who met the criteria at NSU Graduate School of 
Education were identified. A recruitment email was sent to all 19 potential participants. A 
participant recruitment email template was created and used (see Appendix A). Twelve of the 
potential participants responded, and 10 of them signed the Informed Consent Form for 
Research Participants (see Appendix B) and were able to attend and complete the Zoom 
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interview process. Nine interview transcripts were used in the final data analysis process after 
the member checking procedure. 
Participant Overview 
The interview participants held a range of teaching experience in graduate school 
education from 7 to 35 years, with multiple years of experience in both hybrid education (ranged 
from 6 to 23 years) and various leadership program experiences (ranged from 3 to 32 years) as 
well. The study had a total of nine interview participants, with five full-time professors and four 
adjunct professors, all from NSU Graduate School of Education. Seven of them were male, and 
two were female. All interviewees had a minimum of 6 years of experience teaching in hybrid 
courses, a minimum of 7 years teaching in graduate school, and a minimum of 3 years teaching 
in leadership programs. See Table 3 for more details on the participants. 
Table 3: 
Description of Participant Experience 
Participant 
Pseudonym 
Years in teaching 
in hybrid courses 
Years in teaching in 
graduate school 
Years in teaching in 
leadership programs 
Gender 
P1 7 7 3 M 
P2 11 11 20+ M 
P3 10+ 35 15 M 
P4 6+ 17 8 M 
P5 23 30 30 M 
P6 6 32 32 F 
P7 15 20 15 M 
P8 13 16 16 M 
P9 10 7 10 F 
 
Data Collection 
The Pepperdine University IRB provided approval for data gathering, and data were 
gathered from faculty who met the sampling criteria. The results of the data collection were 
compared with the theoretical framework. A Participant Interview Guide (see Appendix C) was 
established and used as a protocol during the interview process with each of the participants. All 
interviews were conducted virtually on an online conferencing platform—Zoom—with the date 
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and time set by each participant. At the beginning of each interview, the researcher confirmed 
each participant’s understanding of the informed consent form, reviewed the interview 
procedure and time expectations. It was explained that the interview would be recorded for 
transcription purposes only and each participant’s verbal agreement was received, in addition to 
the signed consent form. First, five demographic questions were asked to collect participant’s 
background information and ensure that the participant met the selecting criteria for the study. 
An icebreaker question was used to open the conversation and reflection, followed by five main 
interview questions for the participant to reflect on. In the end, the participants were asked to 
see if there were anything else the participant wanted to add. The interviews ranged from 40 
minutes to 60 minutes. With Zoom’s auto transcription function, the transcripts were generated 
and ranged between 20 to 30 plus pages. After the review of the transcripts, each transcript 
ended up with five to eight pages long. 
Data Analysis Process 
The data analysis process involves five steps of analysis, according to Creswell and 
Creswell (2018). “Step 1: Organize and prepare the data for analysis. Step 2: Read or look at all 
the data. Step 3: Start coding all of the data. Step 4: Generate a description and themes. Step 5: 
Represent the description and themes” (p. 193). Following these steps, the data were being 
prepared, organized, and analyzed. 
In the first step, the Zoom audio transcription function was used to transcribe the 
interviews. After receiving the raw interview transcripts, the researcher listened to all the 
recordings of the transcriptions, read through them, and got familiar with the line-by-line 
transcriptions, organized the format, and made corrections for accuracy. 
In the second step, separate files for each interview’s transcript were created and later 
were sent to each participant for member checking after the transcript cleaning-up process. By a 
thorough review of the interview audios and the transcript cleaning-up process, the researcher 
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became very familiar with the rough content of each part of the transcripts and the approximate 
location of the key information the study might use. 
In the third step, based on the research questions of this study, the coding process was a 
combination of deductive and inductive coding approaches. A deductive approach is applied 
when the structure of the analysis is based on previous knowledge, theory, or model (Elo & 
Kyngäs, 2008; Kyngäs & Vanhanen, 1999). “A deductive approach is useful if the aim is to test 
an earlier theory in a different situation” (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008, p. 113). Therefore, the deductive 
approach was applied. A predefined set of themes based on Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) five 
leadership principles—model the way, inspire a shared vision, challenge the process, enable 
others to act, and encourage the heart—was used as an initial step. Theme 1, model the way, was 
focused on research question 1; Theme 2, inspire a shared vision, was focused on research 
question 2; Theme 3, challenge the process, was focused on research question 3; Theme 4, 
enable others to act, was focused on research question 4; and Theme 5, encourage the heart, was 
focused on research question 5 (see Table 4).  
Table 4: 
Coding Themes and Linked Research Questions 
Theme Number Theme Research Question 
1 Model the way What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to 
model the way? 
2 Inspire a shared 
vision 
What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to 
inspire a shared vision? 
3 Challenge the 
process 
What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to 
challenge the process? 
4 Enable others 
to act 
What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to 
enable others to act? 
5 Encourage the 
heart 
What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to 
encourage the heart? 
 
In addition, a code diagram was established. Based on the theoretical framework of this 
study, about six to nine initial codes were established under each theme, for example, clear 
expectation, envision future, create a safe environment, develop student’s self-confidence, and 





The inductive coding approach was also applied in the data analysis process. According 
to Elo and Kyngäs (2008), an inductive approach is normally applied when there is insufficient 
prior knowledge about the phenomenon. It moves data from the specific to the general. The 
inductive coding process includes “open coding, creating categories and abstraction” (p. 109), 
similar to the idea of opening coding, axial coding, and selective coding (Strauss & Corbin, 
1990). Therefore, for inductive coding, the typical open coding, axial coding, and selective 
coding were applied. Open coding was utilized as the initial coding method to organize keywords 
and ideas into categories. For example, codes were extracted from the transcripts and memos 
with an inductive approach. An initial codebook was developed at this point. 
A codebook is a list of codes with code definitions, allowing researchers to keep track of 
how codes are being used to make sense of data. In some cases, code definitions come 
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from the literature review. In other cases, codes are defined by how participants refer to 
a topic. (Mihas & Institute, 2019, p. 2) 
In the fourth step, with the process of axial coding and discussion with an interreviewer, 
categories were slightly changed, grouped, and organized into more concise themes and 
concepts. Afterward, selective coding was utilized to select the central theme for the codes that 
were generated with the inductive approach. Selective coding is the process of choosing the 
central themes and filling in themes that need further refinement and development (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1990). Selective coding focuses on theoretical development regarding the nature of core 
themes and concepts emerging from the collected data. Therefore, with the deductive coding 
approach, the data collected were analyzed based on the theoretical framework of this study. 
Meanwhile, with the inductive coding approach that includes open, axial, and selective coding, 
central themes and codes were revealed to further the study’s findings. The codebook was 
updated with detailed descriptions and sample quotes at this step (see Figure 3). With the 
codebook as a guide, quotes from the interviews were highlighted, color coded, and sorted into 
codes and themes. 
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Figure 3: 
A Sample Page of the Codebook 





















The professor does what they say 
they will do, follows through 
commitment to students and 
teaching; keeps promises, and walks 
the talk 
So for me, my way of modeling the way is that I’m 
very very cautious about what I say. Because every 
single thing I say, I’m going to hold myself 
accountable for, and I’m going to make sure that 
they see that I not only say that, but that I live it in 
practice. No deviation between words and actions, 
exactly the same. (P2) 
Set clear 
expectations 
The professor set clear expectations 
about the course, students, 
assignments, and norms 
I think the clearer your syllabus is in terms of what 
it is they’re being measured against, the easier it is 
to just go through that process and make sure that 
they know here’s what you’re going to need to be 




The professor identifies their own 
values as well as asks questions that 
keep students constantly focused on 
the values that are the most essential 
to themselves, to the cohort, and to 
the course 
It’s really important in any program to ensure that 
that kind of student we say back to them the 
passion they’re bringing into the program. So that 
we do our own member checking with our students, 
“Is this what you’re thinking about? Is this what 
you’re pursuing?” And you get a lot of tears when 




The professor shows examples of 
desired behavior/assignment 
projects 
I use some examples of how sort of my writings and 
my research and what I’ve been doing as exemplary 
demonstrations of how leadership theory is applied, 
and ultimately how publications look for particular 




The professor shows a growth 
mindset, asks for feedback from 
students, self-reflect, and make 
adjustments 
And then, I always listen to students to see how 
they felt about the program. And I look at the 
evaluations and say, okay, this - we did well. This - 
you know, maybe we could do differently. So it’s 
really kind of a combination of things I do, and I 
work very closely with students. (P6) 
Communicate The professor actively and constantly 
looks for ways in transparent 
communication  
One of the things that I think is important is 
communication. What I try to do is have weekly 
communication—it’s not just like three times a 
semester. I think that really helps me keep in touch 
with students. I have their phone numbers, and 
then I make sure that during the week I try to 
contact each student. So that by the end, I know 
pretty much where they’re feeling. (P6) 
Technology 
Consideration  
The professor pays attention to 
online portion of the class, including 
course design and technology 
interface 
Because it is online, we go through where they can 
find everything and what you can do to find it. 
There are a lot of buttons. And if you can just keep 
it very simple and keep it straightforward to the 
buttons they’ll need and use. I make use of that to 
keep it simple for students. (P1) 
 
The final codes are listed in each of the five themes generated from the study’s 
theoretical framework. These codes and themes address five research questions to explore 
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faculty’s leadership practices in graduate-level hybrid education. The themes and codes are 
linked with the research questions in Table 5. 
Table 5: 
Research Themes, Questions, and Codes 
Theme 
Number 
Theme Research Question Codes 
1 Model the 
way 
RQ1: What leadership 
strategies are applied by 
faculty to model the way? 
• Communicate 
• Set clear expectations 
• Identify and talk about values 
• Model the commitment 
• Growth mindset 
2 Inspire a 
shared 
vision 
RQ2: What leadership 
strategies are applied by 
faculty to inspire a shared 
vision? 
• Envision future/big picture 
• Real-world learning 
• Mutual planning 




RQ3: What leadership 
strategies are applied by 
faculty challenge the process? 
• Individualization 
• Create a safe environment 
• Provide feedback 




RQ4: What leadership 
strategies are applied by 
faculty to enable others to 
act? 
• Develop student’s self-
confidence 
• Instructors as facilitators 
• Get to know students 
• Build learning communities 
• Experiential learning 
5 Encourage 
the heart 
RQ5: What leadership 
strategies are applied by 
faculty to encourage the 
heart? 
• High expectations 
• Show that you care 
• Build relationships 
 
Data Analysis Instruments 
Quirkos, a computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software, was used during the 
entire coding process. Quirkos is commonly used in social science studies. It provides a visual 
and straightforward interface in which color-themed bubbles represent the codes or themes of 
the data. In addition, Google Docs and Google Sheets were used in the data analysis process, 




Methods for Verification and Trustworthiness 
As mentioned in the last chapter, one of the arguments for case studies is the credibility 
of data analysis. Therefore, this study used data triangulation (Creswell, 2007; Yin, 2017) and 
member checking (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) to increase its credibility. In addition, this study 
involved two interreviewers (Hyatt, 2013) in the coding process to ensure the study’s reliability 
and dependability. 
Data Triangulation 
Data triangulation was used to enhance the credibility of the findings (Yin, 2017). Using 
multiple data sources allowed for data triangulation (Creswell, 2007). Publicly available artifacts 
were considered an additional method and data source to ensure research credibility. By 
comparing the data from the course catalogs, NSU’s website information, and interview 
transcripts, consistency of the data was found between artifacts and interviews. 
Member Checking 
By conducting member checking, all transcripts were carefully reviewed and corrected at 
first. Then, the interview transcript was returned to each of the participants. The reason for this 
process was to increase the accuracy of the data that was collected (Birt et al., 2016). Out of 10 
original interviewees, nine completed their member-checking process. Among the nine 
participants, seven confirmed the transcripts without any changes, and two confirmed their 
transcripts with minor modifications. To ensure the study’s rigor and credibility (Lincoln & 
Guba, 1985), one transcript that was not member-checked by the participant was disposed. As a 
result, nine transcripts were used as the final data in data analysis. 
Interreviewer 
To increase further the reliability and dependability of the study, two interreviewers were 
invited to the coding process. Two interreviewers who were familiar with leadership theories 
and practices, had a doctorate degree or in a doctoral program, and taught or worked in 
graduate school were selected and participated in this coding process. Hyatt’s (2013) 10-step 
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process in working with interreviewers on data analysis was applied. The 10 steps were listed in 
Chapter 3. In this study, the steps specifically used were: 
1. The researcher analyzed the data and then scheduled an initial meeting with the 
reviewer to review the coding process for identifying themes. 
2. The researcher selected a transcript for the purpose of familiarizing the reviewer with 
the coding process. 
3. The researcher maintained the analyzed version of the transcript. 
4. The reviewer was provided with a clean copy of the selected transcript by the 
researcher. 
5. Prior to analysis, the researcher and reviewer each read the transcript to get familiar 
with the data from the transcripts and to further the reviewer’s consideration of the 
information and answer any questions about the transcript. 
6. After the reviewer completed the analysis of one selected transcript independently, 
the researcher reconvened with the reviewer to go through the completed transcript 
and assisted the reviewer in understanding the coding process with more 
explanations of the research context and coding themes. The researcher developed 
the codebook with input from the reviewer. 
7. During the independent coding process, the codebook was served as a guide, aiming 
to increase the coding consistency among coders. An interreviewer comparison sheet 
was created on a shared Google Sheet by the researcher. The codes were entered 
under the researcher’s and reviewer’s separate columns. Conclusions of agreement or 
disagreement between the researcher and reviewer were entered into the right 
column. Additional notes were added to the sheet as well (see Figure 4). 
8. The additional reviewer applied the same process to the remaining transcripts 
independently. 
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9. After completing the process for all nine transcripts, the researcher and reviewer 
scheduled another meeting to reconvene. The researcher and the reviewer reviewed 
their identified findings, discussed differences, and aimed to reach a consensus on 
the conclusions. 
10. Criteria for major themes were met when a minimum of a majority (more than 50%) 
of participants provide supportive data for the theme(s). 
Figure 4: 
A Screenshot of the Interreviewer Comparison Sheet 
 
In addition to the above 10 steps, the transcripts intercoder reliability (ICR) was 
calculated. Scholars often use ICR and inter-rater reliability interchangeably. According to 
O’Connor and Joffe (2020), ICR is a numerical evaluation to reveal the extent to which two or 
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more coders agree with the coding result. “ICR assessment can yield numerous benefits for 
qualitative studies, which include improving the systematicity, communicability, and 
transparency of the coding process; promoting reflexivity and dialogue within research teams; 
and helping convince diverse audiences of the trustworthiness of the analysis” (O’Connor & 
Joffe, 2020, p. 2). 
There are many well-known methods and software to calculate ICR; however, one of the 
most common and straightforward methods is reporting the percentage of data units on which 
coders agree (O’Connor & Joffe, 2020). In this study, the ICR was calculated by dividing the 
number of agreements by the total number of agreements plus disagreements (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994). Thus, the calculation formula used was: 
ICR = 
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 + 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑎𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠
          (1) 
When the first coding round of the chosen transcript was completed, the ICR was only 
0.22. There were multiple reasons behind the low ICR rate, including coders’ various 
interpretations of the codes, lack of clarity and description with the initial codes, and different 
coding habits (e.g., multiple coding for one data unit). With in-depth discussion, clarification of 
the meaning of each code, and reorganization of the codes and codebook, the researcher and the 
reviewer were able to achieve a consensus. The ICR of the first chosen transcript turned out to 
be 0.816 after the discussion, which was a significant level of agreement. The researcher and the 
reviewer continued to code and reconvene, aiming to achieve consensus on the data. At the end 
of the data analysis process, each of the nine transcripts was able to achieve a minimum of 0.80 


















The study’s overarching research question was focused on the leadership practices of 
faculty as they teach in graduate-level hybrid courses. The question asked: What leadership 
strategies are commonly practiced by faculty who teach graduate hybrid courses? To answer this 
question, five subresearch questions were developed. From the data analysis, 276 codes were 
found. From the participants’ responses, most of the faculty leadership practices were coded 
under three themes, which are theme 1: Model the way (63 codes), Theme 3: Challenge the 
process (62 codes), and Theme 4: Enable others to act (69 codes; see Figure 5). Under each 
theme and its correlated research question, five to seven code categories were generated. 
89 
Figure 5: 
Number of Codes for Each Research Question 
 
Research Question 1 and Corresponding Data 
Research Question 1 asked: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to model 
the way? This research question is correlated to the theme Model the way, with a total of 63 
codes from a total of nine interviews. The significant codes related to the theme Model the way 
that emerged in the participants’ responses were: (1a) set clear expectations, (1b) communicate, 
(1c) identify and talk about values, (1d) model the commitment, and (1e) growth mindset. Figure 
6 demonstrates the code categories generated from research question 1. 
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Figure 6: 
Research Question 1 and Corresponding Codes 
 
Code 1a: Set Clear Expectations. Among the interviewees, set clear expectations is 
the most popular practice when faculty are modeling the way. Sixteen of the quotes from the 
participants were about setting clear expectations. Here are some quotes under this category: 
• “Keeping it simple, and making sure students know exactly where to go to find the 
expectations for the course, whether that be through syllabus or assignments.” (P1) 
• “Through the syllabus and my meetings with the class, my job is to kind of paint a 
picture of what things should look like at the end. So that there’s no confusion about 
it.” (P2) 
• “I model the way by being very clear on expectations and the vision for the course, no 
matter what it is. So, I’m very clear on what the course is based on, for example, what 
program learning objectives we’re going to be using.” (P6) 
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• “What I try to do is make sure that when we talk about accountability in a course, the 
accountability is to each other and yourself, that you’re a member of this class and 
you’re a member of this cohort. Each of us is holding each other accountable.” (P8) 
Code 1b: Communicate. To model the way, faculty emphasized the importance of 
communication, for instance, constant communication, transparent communication, and clear 
communication. Thirteen quotes from the discourse were about faculty’s practice in 
communication. 
• “Constantly having checkpoints, where you talk about what we did last class, how 
that connects to this class, and what we’re looking forward to.” (P1) 
• “And people know that I’m very upfront. I will never lie to them; I will never deceive 
them. If I feel a certain way about something, I will state it, and I will defend it. And 
if they disagree with it, that’s okay.” (P2) 
• “One of the things that I think is important is communication. What I try to do is 
have weekly communication—it’s not just like three times a semester. I think that 
really helps me keep in touch with students. I have their phone numbers, and then I 
make sure that during the week, I try to contact each student.” (P6) 
• “Then, as I’m teaching my class, I’m always going back to remind my students about 
what the outcomes are that we’re trying to reach for that particular piece of learning.” 
(P9) 
Code 1c: Identify and Talk About Values. Another significant leadership practice 
(11 codes) noted by faculty was to identify and talk about values with the students, including the 
values of learning, values of the course, and also the students and faculty’s own values: 
• “The more connections you can make between courses, it makes more sense to 
students, where they sort of know that this is not all happening disconnected. It’s 
happening with purpose and at the right time.” (P1) 
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• “If you want to get somebody to share your vision, you have to communicate how you 
feel, what’s your vision for yourself, for the program, for the class.” (P8) 
• “I continue to connect back because it’s important, especially for our adult students, 
to understand why they are learning something. So, they don’t want to just spend 
time doing an assignment or an activity if it’s not something that they can make 
sense of. I spend some time making sure that the outcome is clear on whatever the 
activity is before we actually do it, and there’s a reason behind whatever it is that 
we’re doing. So that there’s a connection that the students can make, and that helps 
them be more motivated to want to do the different things that we’re doing in class.” 
(P9) 
Code 1d: Model the Commitment. Model the commitment is another significant 
leadership practice (11 codes) brought up by the faculty participants. The professors talked 
about how they would model the commitment by doing what they say they will do, following 
through commitment to students and teaching, keeping promises, and walk-the-talk. 
• “I just think the most important thing is that you build a relationship of trust you 
create a commitment, commitment between you and the students. And every single 
thing you say and every single thing you do, is toward building that relationship 
building that trust and building that commitment. If you do that as a teacher and a 
leader, I think everything else just kind of falls in place.” (P2) 
• “In my mind, I see teaching in general as a combination of two axes. On one axis is 
love for the subject matter, and the other axis is love for students. There are teachers 
who love to teach physics. They might not care what students are learning and what 
they’re paying attention to. This person gets there and does a great job teaching 
physics, but not too concerned about students. The other who would say I’m a good 
teacher, I can teach anything. But they don’t cover as much; they don’t support the 
theory and the material as much. They are just like, ‘let’s have a dialogue.’ So I call 
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one content, I call one context. The love for the students—I call context. Great 
teachers have high content and high context. So, in modeling the way, I have to 
model high content and high context.” (P5) 
• “You have to model each of the behaviors that you’re saying. You have to actively 
demonstrate it because people will see what you do versus what you say.” (P8) 
Code 1e: Growth Mindset. The last significant code in modeling the way is for faculty 
to have a growth mindset. 
• “You can’t write well until you write poorly. First, you have to write poorly before you 
can write well.” Then I try to give examples of bad writing of my own in one of the 
exercises that we have, or of writing that then changes and it gets better.” (P4) 
• “And then, I always listen to students to see how they felt about the program. And I 
look at the evaluations and say, okay, this—we did well. This—you know, maybe we 
could do differently.” (P6) 
• “At the end we kind of look at every one of our assignments, and we say, ‘what is 
happening in the world; how did covid change everything we were doing; how did the 
environment change this class,’ and environments do change a class. There’s no 
syllabus that is the same as it was a year ago. So, we look at the environment—how 
has it changed, how can we change this syllabus. So next time we take into account 
what’s changed during this year.” (P6) 
Research Question 2 and Corresponding Data 
Research Question 2 asked: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to inspire a 
shared vision? This research question is correlated to the theme: Inspire a shared vision, with a 
total of 46 codes from a total of nine interviews. The major codes related to the theme Inspire a 
shared vision that emerged in the participants’ responses were: (2a) find out students’ purposes 
and aspirations, (2b) real-world learning, (2c) envision future/big picture, and (2d) mutual 
planning. Figure 7 demonstrates the code categories generated from research question 2. 
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Figure 7: 
Research Question 2 and Corresponding Codes 
 
Code 2a: Find Out Students’ Purposes and Aspirations. Among the interview 
participants, Find out students’ purposes and aspirations is the most popular practice when 
faculty inspire a shared vision. Nineteen quotes from the discourse were about finding out 
students’ purposes and aspirations. Faculty emphasized the importance of having or finding out 
the mission, vision, purpose, and aspiration for their students. For example: 
• “I have to create purpose for them; I have to create meaning for them; I have to 
create enthusiasm for them; I have to create a set of values for them.” (P5) 
• “It’s really important in any program to ensure that that kind of student we say back 
to them the passion they’re bringing into the program. So that we do our own 
member checking with our students.” (P4) 
• “Although there is some intrinsic motivation of graduate students, I think in terms of 
enlisting them or to ensure that they’re interested in the course is a lot about having a 
purpose for them, like being useful for them, whether that’s from a theoretical 
95 
standpoint or a practical standpoint, or a combination of both. But if we are doing 
something that is just to check off something, I mean we can do that. But I think the 
more that they’re able to see a purpose and a reason to do this, the more likely they 
are to be motivated to give it a shot and try.” (P1) 
Some professors gave concrete examples of how they are practicing this leadership in a 
classroom setting: 
• “The other thing is thinking about what it is that their program is about. For 
example, in some of the graduate programs that I teach in, part of what they may 
need to learn is how to give a professional presentation. That’s different than an 
academic presentation. So, giving them some connections also to professional skills 
that they’ll need, depending on what they want to become, is important too. And it is 
more empowering for the students in doing the assignment. Because we’ve probably 
all been there that I’m never going to do this again, this is not useful in my life. Why 
do I have to do this? So if we can avoid those kinds of situations to the extent that we 
can, then we empower the students to be more actively engaged in learning.” (P9) 
Code 2b: Real-World Learning. Many faculty members used real-world learning, 
including real-world examples, challenges, applications, and case studies to inspire their 
students. 
• “Every class I teach has an experiential component to it; I think it’s very important, 
and that’s the beauty of a hybrid course as well, where they have the opportunity to 
reach out. For instance, I did a leadership course that had to do with leaders under 
Covid-19 and how they respond to it. If you learned all these leadership concepts, 
now look at their leadership concepts, look at their followers, look at what’s needed, 
how would you change it, what’s practical there—so there’s some more experiential 
work. And part of that is in this COVID environment that they’ve all experienced it, 
but they actually had to figure out ways to reach out and talk to people and test their 
96 
idea of how a change model could happen and would it make sense in that 
environment.” (P8) 
• “Helping them see how things relate to the material is helpful. So, I will share things 
in my own life, or things I’ve experienced, or people I’ve worked with, depending on 
the topic. That’s helpful for the students to be able to relate to it better.” (P9) 
• “What I find is that it’s very, very, very different if they are solving an actual real-
world problem that actually exists, versus a hypothetical problem that they make up.” 
(p7) 
Code 2c: Envision Future/Big Picture. Nine responses from the interviewees were 
focused on the participants’ practice in envisioning the future or the bigger picture. Some faculty 
mentioned that getting students to see a brighter future and a bigger picture makes students 
more interested and engaged in their course work. 
• “I try to get them to see purpose, a bigger picture, and how it all fits, because that way 
they’re a little bit more interested in doing the work.” (P1) 
• “I want them to know that we are envisioning a place of the prosperity of their soul.” 
(P4) 
• “To ask the students to engage so deeply into material, you have to have a vision for 
them—How does this help your life, how does this advance your career, how does this 
give you insight into things that matter for you.…You have to get people to buy into 
the vision of what being literate in algebra is or what is being literate in economics 
is.” (P5) 
Code 2d: Mutual Planning. The last significant code in the second research question 
is mutual planning. Multiple participants mentioned the importance of involving students in 
decision making and mutual planning in learning rather than making decisions for the students. 
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• “So I think that inspires students, where you’re not just dictating the content, but 
you’re actually getting them involved in an operation that would make someone’s life 
better.” (P6) 
• “But I also want them to see their own sense of creating the classroom, as you know, 
a simulation where they become invested. They devour the material; they take the 
material. They first have to understand the material and then from that, they can 
then sort of role-playing a particular area that they self-choose. And to me, that’s 
always good.” (P3) 
• “You do not decide for them; you get them engaged in the decision.” (P5) 
Research Question 3 and Corresponding Data 
Research Question 3 asked: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to 
challenge the process? This research question is correlated to the theme: Challenge the process, 
with a total of 62 codes from a total of nine interviews. The significant categories related to the 
theme challenge the process that emerged in the participants’ responses were: (3a) expect 
constant improvement, (3b) individualization, (3c) create safe environment, and (3d) provide 





Research Question 3 and Corresponding Codes 
 
Code 3a: Expect Constant Improvement. Among the interview participants, Expect 
constant improvement is the most popular practice when faculty try to challenge students’ 
learning process. Nineteen quotes were found related to faculty expecting a constant 
improvement of their students. For example: 
• “My sense is to keep the bar high, challenge students, help those who fall behind, and 
those who can really be productive. It gives them the opportunity to excel. So, I think 
that moves the whole class forward and moves a cohort forward, and moves 
intellectual learning forward when you do that.” (P3) 
• “But my goal is to get them to go beyond that, for them to understand, and learn 
what’s important for themselves as well. So, for every course I teach, I want students 
to get beyond the rubric…push beyond that, go to a different look, and I call it level 
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one and level two. Level one is doing just what’s required; level two is taking that risk 
and going to that next level. That’s my goal for every class for them.” (p8) 
• “I will break it down and make them go into a much lower level of detail than they 
are expecting and that they are used to. By the end of it, they start to get a pretty good 
indication that I want way more detail than they would normally provide. So, there’s 
a lot of challenging that goes on there in terms of how they think about and how they 
envision problem solving within that discipline.” (P7) 
Some professors also provided concrete examples of how this practice looks in their 
interactions with students, such as encouraging students to pursue further academic excellence 
(e.g., copublishing chapters and journals) and asking additional follow-up questions (e.g., 
providing challenging questions or broader concepts). 
Code 3b: Individualization. To challenge the process, faculty emphasized the 
importance of knowing each of their students and the individualization in learning. A total of 13 
quotes were found related to this manner. Here are some quotes from the participants: 
• “The better you know who they are, what they need, and what they want, the better 
you are able to adapt and be flexible to their needs…it’s not like a cookie-cutter thing 
for every class. It’s what this class is all about individually and as a group, and how 
do I adapt my process so that they’re learning better and adapting to what they need 
to do.” (P1) 
• “I give individual proctoring for students to better themselves. It’s really critical and 
not to treat everybody equally.” (P3) 
• “Every cohort and student is different. We have a mix of those that have been out for 
a while and then those that are recent…I look at the student, and I look at where they 
are at. My philosophy is that we all understand deeply what’s important to us and 
where we want to go. It’s deep in us. We just need somebody to help us get it out, so I 
try to look at where the student is and try to expand the horizon.” (P8) 
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A couple of professors also mentioned individualization and flexibility in assignment 
forms. For example: 
• “There are many ways to take a look at your assignments and differentiate them, and 
that empowers the students. Students that have assignments like that are so much 
happier because they feel like they’re getting to pick what fits them the best. They’re 
still all learning the same concepts—it’s just that you have to deal with it coming in 
different forms.” (P9) 
Code 3c: Create a Safe Environment. Creating a safe environment is another 
significant element in the theme of challenging the process. The majority of participants 
mentioned that creating a safe and trustful learning environment for their students is helpful in 
challenging students’ learning process. For example, some faculty would make their course as 
clear as possible to make students worry less about being overwhelmed, not understanding the 
expectations, or not having enough time to complete the assignment because “those are all 
things that get in the way of learning” (P4). 
• “You also have to create an environment that fosters that trust, where people are able 
to feel comfortable being vulnerable, feel comfortable speaking, feel comfortable 
challenging you.…You want to create a learning environment where everybody makes 
mistakes. I rather people take risks and make mistakes because you learn from 
them.” (P8) 
Furthermore, one participant provided detailed practices of how she lowers the anxiety 
level and makes sure students feel safe in their classroom discussion. 
• “Rather than putting them on the spot to answer immediately. Giving them 
opportunities to work in small groups, or to do it like a pair-share, or they buddy up 
with somebody, to let them start talking about those more challenging questions and 
thinking about the material relating to that.” (P9) 
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Code 3d: Provide Feedback. To challenge or improve students’ learning process, 
faculty found providing feedback is also a critical practice. Some faculty members emphasized 
that the feedback has to happen for the benefit of students’ continuous learning and growth: 
• “And then, as they present, I try to find ways to tie it back, specifically to what we 
learned.” (P9) 
• “You also find ways to communicate with students who misunderstand what the task 
is. You find ways to gently communicate that they need to step beyond what they 
have expected. Of course, one way I onboard is through comments and feedback on 
what students write. I gently but firmly say that this isn’t good enough. Implicitly 
onboarding them to the idea that I’m not doing for them anything I don’t do for 
myself. I try to be brutal with my own writing because if I’m not brutal with my own 
writing, I won’t succeed in what I’m trying to do. So, a way of thinking is that you 
have to continually strive for relevance, clarity, and a pretty high level of critical 
thinking in what you are writing.” (P4) 
• “And I may give some very blunt feedback. I’m going to do it in nice terms, but 
sometimes it will be blunt when the work the student did was completely off target. 
To me, the important thing is that everybody gets an understanding of why it’s not 
going to work, why it’s off-target.” (P7) 
Research Question 4 and Corresponding Data 
Research Question 4 asked: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to enable 
others to act? This research question is correlated to the theme: Enable others to act, with a total 
of 69 codes from a total of nine interviews. Faculty seem to have the most leadership practices 
under this theme. The major codes related to the theme Enable others to act that emerged in the 
participants’ responses were: (4a) instructors as facilitators, (4b) build learning communities, 
(4c) experiential learning, (4d) get to know students, and (4e) develop students’ self-confidence. 
Figure 9 demonstrates the code categories generated from research question 4 and its data. 
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Figure 9: 
Research Question 4 and Corresponding Codes 
 
Code 4a: Instructors as Facilitators. From the interviews, Instructors as facilitators 
was the most prevalent practice when faculty tried to enable their students to act. Eight out of 
nine faculty who were being interviewed mentioned this practice, and 19 of the quotes from the 
interviews talked about how faculty act as a facilitator, a guide-on-the-side, a “backdrop” (P3), 
or a collaborator. For instance: 
• “They have to do the work, so we put them in position and give them the resources. I 
guess the best way to describe the way I try and teach and lead is not by saying ‘Here 
let me build this for you and you mimic what I do,’ but instead ‘What we need to 
build is in front of us; let’s work on it together.’” (P1) 
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• “I want to be the backdrop, I want to help produce quality scholarship by students 
who can do that by themselves may just need the temporary scholarship partnership 
to get there, and then afterward they’re publishing on their own.” (P3) 
• “At the doctorate level, I kind of back out and get out of the way and let them work. 
I’m always here for them when they need to consult with me. But I think sometimes 
we micromanage too much.” (P4) 
• “What I do typically is to assign maybe two or three people to look at a case study 
because they are pretty complex. And then, what I do is to have the team moderate 
the case study. So, in order to moderate, you have to know the case study. Then they 
bring it to the rest of the class.” (P6) 
Code 4b: Build Learning Communities. To enable others to act, faculty emphasized 
the importance of building learning communities. A total of 17 codes were found related to this 
category, such as foster student-to-student collaborations, assign group projects, assign 
partners, and build teams. Here are some quotes from the participants: 
• “My job is to capture what I like to call the collective wisdom. You cannot beat the 
collective wisdom for knowledge, and so my job is to kind of capture that collective 
wisdom of the students. I think things go pretty well when you do that because 
everybody feels engaged and involved.” (P2) 
• “I tried to form learning communities to get students to cross-fertilize with each 
other because not all information comes from the Professor or from the textbook or 
for the guest lectures. Information comes from smart people who are in the 
classroom together with different backgrounds and fields.” (P3) 
• “I always give a lot of group projects. I believe shared vision is really greatly enabled 
or facilitated when there’s a problem to solve, and everyone is aware of that problem, 
understands the problem, and is somehow invested in being able to solve that 
problem.” (P7) 
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Many participants discussed that a learning community empowers and enables students 
to be more actively involved in learning. Therefore, faculty tried to build such learning 
communities and teams in their own practices in hybrid graduate-level classes. 
Code 4c: Experiential Learning. Experiential learning is another popular category 
in the theme 4 Enable others to act, with 16 codes from the participants. Participants 
emphasized how building connections between course work and the real world through 
experiential learning enables and empowers students to act in their learning process: 
• “We try and replicate the course in a way that mirrors real-life consulting as much as 
possible. All the highs and lows, problems, all the things that happen. We try and 
replicate that experience to the best of our ability within the course.” (P2) 
• “I’m also big on simulation and getting people to see the real world, not just the 
academic literature, which is meaningful, of course, but it’s not the end-all. And I like 
it when they can dabble and role play and see themselves as paraprofessionals. 
Maybe someday they are at the United Nations, maybe someday they are actually 
leading a delegation to a country, looking at the sustainable development area of 
some form. So, I want them to see themselves in a professional light and I don’t think 
we give enough of that.” (P3) 
• “The project I always use is to have students choose a workplace problem that has 
been experienced by one of the group members in their small groups.” (P7) 
• “Every class I teach has an experiential component to it, I think it’s very important, 
and that’s the beauty of a hybrid course as well, where they have the opportunity to 
reach out.” (P8) 
Code 4d: Get to Know Students and Code 4e: Develop Students’ Self-
Confidence. In addition to the first three categories, participants also mentioned the 
importance of getting to know students (seven codes) and developing students’ self-confidence 
(six codes) in enabling students to act. Participant 1 said: 
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• “The first step is knowing who they are. Once we know them, then you can match and 
place them appropriately based off their strengths so they might work really well with 
this particular type of teacher in this particular setting.” (P1) 
Participant 6 believed that one cannot inspire and enable other people unless you know 
who they are. 
• “What I first do is I spend time getting to know the students. I’ll call them or set up a 
Zoom meeting just to get to know them…And once I know what their ultimate goal is, 
I can incorporate them into my future interactions with them.” (P6) 
Some faculty develop students’ self-confidence by validating and strengthening students’ 
opinions. For instance: 
• “With students, I treat them like they are leaders—they are doctors, and they are 
leaders. Their opinion is important.” (P5) 
This professor would encourage his students to speak up: 
• “I respect your perspective. Bring it out. Trust yourself; know your value; know your 
worth… You didn’t come here to just sit and nod. Stand up and speak for yourself - 
you’re entitled to that.” (P5) 
Some faculty develop students’ self-confidence by encouraging comments “you can solve 
this” (P7), and providing framework and tools to help them get there. Furthermore, some faculty 
develop students’ self-confidence by helping them to remove self-imposed barriers (P8). 
Research Question 5 and Corresponding Data 
Research Question 5 asked: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to 
encourage the heart? This research question is correlated to the theme: Encourage the heart, 
with a total of 36 codes from a total of nine interviews. Compare to other research questions and 
their corresponding codes, fewer codes were found from the interviews regarding this research 
question. The major codes related to the theme Encourage the heart that emerged in the 
participants’ responses were: (5a) high expectations, (5b) show that you care, and (5c) build 
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relationship. Figure 10 demonstrates the code categories generated from research question 5 
and its data. 
Figure 10: 
Research Question 5 and Corresponding Codes 
 
Code 5a: High Expectations. Faculty who participated in this study viewed high 
expectations as one of the critical factors in the theme Encourage the heart. In the fifth research 
question’s responses, 28.6% of the codes were about faculty’s high expectations. 
• “It’s demanding that they don’t settle for second best.” (P3) 
• “There is a difference between ‘nice’ and ‘kind.’ Kind tells the truth, even if it hurts. I 
mark them 83, point out the areas that are not good, and give feedback. But now, 
here are 10 points because I know you’re an A student. This is my way of showing 
how I value you, and this paper doesn’t judge you. And I think students take away a 
lot more from that than a 95 with no comments or nice comments. (P5) 
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• “Someone with a doctorate is expected to function in that capacity at that point. You 
are not just someone who reads the writings of Malcolm Knowles or whoever it is, 
but you’re someone who can interact with the theorist and would be expected to sort 
of write like them and talk like them—not necessarily the same words, but that style, 
that academic scholarly style of communication. That’s something that’s expected of 
doctoral students. So, it’s sort of modeling that behavior that I would expect an 
individual with a doctorate would be able to exhibit on their own.” (P7) 
Code 5b: Show That You Care. Show that you care was another common practice 
when faculty mentioned how they encouraged students’ hearts. Same to having high 
expectations, 28.6% of the codes were found related to faculty showing that they care about their 
students. For example, communicate clearly and regularly, be visible and available, and 
understand students’ realities. 
• “First and foremost, I think, is being responsive. Very specifically, like answering 
their emails and in a very quick amount of time. When they say, ‘I need to talk’—let’s 
make an appointment and let’s talk, within 12 hours or so. So being very responsive 
is one particular example of how you can show genuine care.” (P1) 
• “I’ve actually called students on the phone when the semester starts…Because a lot of 
times, we wouldn’t meet in person till 2 to 4 weeks into the semester—and that’s just 
too long. So, I would call them and say I just wanted to reach out to you and let you 
know I’ve got you on my radar screen, I know who you are and care about your 
success, and if you have any questions or concerns, I’d really like to hear them right 
now. So that we can address that in any nervousness or problems that may reside in 
you, we can take care of them right out of the chute.” (P2) 
• “I learned that our students in these programs as adult professionals have so many 
different contexts that they are trying to shape. And they’re bringing purpose, 
service, and leadership to so many different sectors of society…if you get fascinated 
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with students with what students are doing, it’s easier to say back to them what you 
think they’re trying to do, and then they can correct it. But more importantly, they’ll 
feel that they’ve been heard.” (P4) 
Code 5c: Build Relationships. In addition to the first two major categories, faculty 
also looked at relationship building with students as equally significant. Same to code 5a, High 
expectations, and code 5b, Show that you care, 28.6% of the codes were found related to 
relationship building, such as building a trusting, mutually respectful, informal, warm, and 
supportive learning environment. Followed are some quotes from the interviewees: 
• “If somebody asked me what’s the most important thing and leadership, just give me 
one sentence, I would probably say leadership is about building relationships with 
people through trust. If you can do that, no matter how many other flaws you have, 
chances are you’re going to have a good measure of success. If you cannot do that, I 
don’t care how smart you are or how well you know the books or the literature, or 
anything else, you’re not going to cut it as a leader. You have to be able to build 
relationships with people through mutual trust, and if you can do that then 
everything else tends to fall into place pretty well, so what I try to do is I try to build a 
relationship with each individual student to the extent that I can.” (P2) 
• “Let’s create abundance and trust in our relationship. Then you lowered the wall, and 
you expose your heart because I first expose my heart. And then that opens the 
relationship.” (P5) 
• “I’ve told a personal story of my own so that they could maybe make a connection to 
me or someone else.” (P9) 
In addition, one participant mentioned that building relationships is much easier to do 
in a traditional program, doable in a hybrid learning environment, but very challenging to be 
done when it is a 100% online program.  
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• “It’s a lot more difficult to get to the heart through hybrid delivery than it is with 
person to person. It’s not so much the media; it’s the time.” (P5) 
He explained more: 
• “When I have my Thursday night class, which is 15-week face to face, by week four or 
five, I have a joke personalized with everybody. We have something personalized 
with everybody. Because I have 3 hours a night with you for 15 weeks; online, I have 
15 hours with you and everybody else, and you’re a thumbnail. So for hundred 
percent online programs, I don’t know how you do the heart. One of the things I like 
about hybrid programs is that unlike a hundred percent online, at least, you have a 
shot at some connection to the heart” (P5). 
Summary 
Chapter 4 presented the data analysis process and the results of the study conducted to 
explore faculty’s leadership practices in hybrid graduate education. Creswell and Creswell’s 
(2018) five steps of data analysis were followed as a general guideline in the data analysis 
process. To increase the reliability of the study, Hyatt’s (2013) 10-step process in working with 
interreviewers was also utilized during the data analysis process. Besides, member checking 
(Birt et al., 2016; Lincoln & Guba, 1985), reflexivity analysis (Srivastava & Hopwood, 2009), and 
data triangulation (Creswell, 2007; Yin, 2017) were applied in this study and discussed in this 
chapter. This chapter ended with research findings based on the research questions. Nine one-
on-one, semistructured interviews were completed during the data collection process. The data 
analysis provided summarized information about faculty’s leadership practices in hybrid 
graduate education. Five main themes were identified: model the way, share an inspired vision, 
challenge the process, enable others to act, and encourage the heart. Under these five main 
themes, central coding categories were developed. First, in modeling the way, faculty 
communicate, set clear expectations, identify and talk about values, model the commitment, and 
have a growth mindset. Second, to inspire a shared vision, faculty commonly try to find out 
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students’ purposes and aspirations, use real-world learning, envision the future/big picture, and 
involve their students in mutual planning. Third, to challenge students’ learning process, four 
practices by faculty were found from the study, which includes expecting constant improvement, 
individualization, creating a safe environment, and providing feedback. Fourth, to enable 
students to act, faculty act as facilitators, use experiential learning projects, build learning 
communities, get to know students, and develop students’ self-confidence. Last, to encourage 
the heart, faculty were found to maintain their high expectations, show that they care about 
their students and their effort in building relationships. Research participants generally viewed 
leadership as a significant element in hybrid graduate education and provided numerous 
leadership-informed practices in the relevant settings. A discussion and summary on the key 
findings, conclusions, and implications are presented in the final chapter. 
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Chapter 5: Findings and Conclusions 
As one of the fastest-growing trends in higher education, hybrid education has numerous 
educational advantages (F. Wang et al., 2010). Most research on hybrid graduate education 
focused on its pedagogies, technologies, perspectives from students and faculty, and learning 
assessment. However, faculty’s leadership practice in teaching is one of the major but unnoticed 
pieces of hybrid education.  
Stogdill (1950) defined leadership as a procedure of influencing the actions of an 
organized group in its attempts toward goal setting and accomplishment. Similarly, in 
education, teachers are involved in influencing a group of students, setting, and achieving goals. 
Leadership theories can enrich the pedagogy of hybrid learning (Meier, 2016). Therefore, this 
study sought to examine and discover faculty’s leadership practices in hybrid education and 
reveal leadership implications in teaching. 
Structure of the Chapter 
The purpose of this chapter is to present a summary of the study, including a review of 
the problem, research purpose and questions, theoretical framework, methodology, human 
subject protection, participants, data collection, and data analysis process. The study’s findings, 
conclusions, limitations, implications, and suggestions for future research are also discussed. 
Restatement of Purpose and Research Questions 
The purpose of this study was to use a case study approach to examine and conceptualize 
NSU Graduate School of Education’s faculty leadership practices and considerations in teaching 
graduate hybrid courses. Therefore, the findings related to faculty leadership practices would 
provide insight into common leadership strategies in a hybrid education environment for 
graduate institutions, administrators, and most directly, faculty members who are interested in 
including effective leadership strategies in hybrid teaching environments.  
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This study was driven by the central guiding research question: What leadership 
strategies are commonly practiced by faculty in teaching graduate hybrid courses? This question 
then led to five subquestions about faculty’s practices in teaching graduate hybrid courses: 
● RQ1: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to model the way? 
● RQ2: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to inspire a shared vision? 
● RQ3: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to challenge the process 
● RQ4: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to enable others to act? 
● RQ5: What leadership strategies are applied by faculty to encourage the heart? 
Review of the Theoretical Framework 
This study employed Kouzes and Posner’s (2000; 2017) Leadership Model: The Five 
Practices of Exemplary Leadership Model as the foundation of the theories. Kouzes and Posner 
(2017) introduced five principles of exemplary leadership as a prescriptive framework for 
practicing leadership. The five practices are: Model the way, Inspire a shared vision, Challenge 
the process, Enable others to act, and Encourage the heart (Kouzes & Posner, 2017).  
A thorough review of the literature revealed a connection between leadership strategies 
and teaching practices in graduate hybrid education. Therefore, Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) 
widely accepted five leadership principles (Jaipian, 2010; McFarlane, 2010) have provided a 
robust theoretical framework for the study to continue to explore graduate school faculty’s 
common leadership practices in teaching hybrid courses. 
Review of the Methodology 
A case study approach was used in this qualitative study. Following Pepperdine 
University IRB approval, qualitative data were gathered at NSU Graduate School of Education, 
using interviews and course-related artifacts.  
Purposeful sampling (Creswell, 2007) was used in the participant selection process, 
aimed at the perspectives from both full-time and part-time faculty who have experiences in 
teaching hybrid graduate courses and who also have leadership knowledge. Data were analyzed 
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using deductive and inductive approaches. Finally, a conceptual framework was developed to 
demonstrate the findings. 
Review of Human Protection 
This study qualified for an exempt IRB review because of its minimal risk to research 
participation. The IRB principles and guidelines at Pepperdine University have been followed. 
IRB approval was granted following review by the IRB committee at Pepperdine University. All 
prospective participants were fully informed about the procedures and risks involved in the 
research before agreeing to the interview. Informed consent forms with participants’ signatures 
were collected before each interview. Participants and their responses were held confidential. 
Each participant was assigned an alpha-numeric code (Roberts & Hyatt, 2019) to protect their 
identities. All collected electronic data were kept in password-secured folders. 
Review of the Participants 
Using purposive sampling, 11 participants were recruited and interviewed. All 11 
participants met the study criteria. Nine of the 11 interviewees completed the process. Among 
these interview participants, seven were males, and two were females; five were full-time 
professors, and four were adjunct professors.  
Participants had various experience in teaching at the graduate level and teaching hybrid 
courses. The range for the participants who have been teaching in graduate school was from 7 to 
35 years. The range for the participants who have been teaching in hybrid courses was from 6 to 
23 years. The range for the participants who had experience teaching in leadership programs 
was from 3 to 32 years. 
Review of Data Collection and Analysis 
Participants who met the study criteria and agreed to participate were interviewed 
individually for 30 to 60 minutes. Publicly available hybrid course-related artifacts were also 
reviewed. All documents were stored on the researcher’s private computer on a secured hard 
drive for analysis. 
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The interview data were initially transcribed with Zoom’s auto-transcription function. All 
the recordings of the transcriptions were reviewed and corrected for accuracy. Then, member 
checking process was applied to increase the study validity. Each participant received a 
transcript of their interview and was invited to confirm the accuracy of the data. Creswell and 
Creswell’s (2018) five steps of data analysis were applied, including: (a) organizing and 
preparing the data for analysis, (b) reading all the data a few times, (c) coding all of the data, (d) 
generating and continually developing a codebook with description and themes, and (e) 
representing the description and themes. Data were coded with both deductive and inductive 
approaches. A qualitative analysis software, Quirkos, was used in the data analysis process. In 
addition, two doctorly prepared interreviewers were involved in the coding process to ensure a 
reliable interpretation. 
Key Findings 
Most faculty had constructive perceptions relative to their leadership practices in 
teaching and were able to respond and provide in-depth reflection to the central research 
question: What leadership strategies are commonly practiced by faculty who teach graduate 
hybrid courses? The data analysis provided summarized information specific to the central 
research question.  
Five main themes related to the theoretical framework were identified: faculty practice 
leadership strategies in teaching graduate hybrid courses by: (a) model the way, (b) share an 
inspired vision, (c) challenge students’ learning process, (d) enable students to act, and (e) 
encourage the heart. Within these five main themes, central categories of faculty leadership 
practices emerged: 
1. By model the way, faculty communicate, set clear expectations, identify and talk 
about values, model the commitment, and have a growth mindset. 
2. By inspire a shared vision, faculty commonly try to find out student sense of purpose 
and their aspirations, use real-world learning, envision the future/big picture, and 
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involve their students in mutual planning. 
3. By challenge students’ learning processes, four practices by faculty were found that 
included expect constant improvement, individualization, create a safe environment, 
and provide feedback. 
4. By enable students to act, faculty act as facilitators, use experiential learning projects, 
build learning communities, get to know students, and develop student self-
confidence. 
5. By encourage the heart, faculty were found to maintain high expectations of their 
students, show that they care about their students, and make an effort to build 
faculty-student relationships. 
Research participants generally viewed leadership as a significant element in hybrid 
graduate education and provided numerous leadership-informed practices in the relevant 
settings. 
Study Conclusions 
Study conclusions were supported by the literature review and contribute to the existing 
literature. After a comprehensive analysis of the research findings, five conclusions for this 
study were drawn. Each conclusion has associated discussions of implications for faculty 
leadership practices. 
Conclusion 1: Faculty Model the Way 
To model the way, faculty set clear expectations, communicate, identify and talk about 
values, model a commitment, and foster a growth mindset. Kouzes and Posner (2006) 
mentioned that people follow the leader before the plan. Therefore, modeling the way is critical 
for leaders to earn respect and to lead through individual involvement and action. Kouzes and 
Posner (2017) emphasized two aspects in modeling the way: (a) “clarify values by finding your 
voice and affirming shared values” (p. 46) and (b) “set the example by aligning actions with 
shared values” (p. 46).  
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The results from this study indicate that NSU faculty study participants demonstrated 
their practices in modeling the way while teaching. The majority of the faculty set clear 
expectations for the course goals, syllabus, and assignments; had constant, transparent, and 
clear communication; identified and discussed the values related to the course. They also 
included values that students and faculty bring to the course; modeled commitments by keeping 
promises; and demonstrated a growth mindset for their students. 
Overall, findings supported literature on this aspect, such as encourage faculty to use 
learner-centered principles and provide students opportunities to articulate their passion and 
value (Kouzes & Posner, 2017; McDonough, 2012), encourage self-reflection and refinement 
based on feedback at each stage of the course development (King & Arnold, 2012), and employ 
clear communication on assignment expectations (Parris et al., 2011). One of the challenges of 
hybrid learning is that students may feel disconnected and isolated (Parris et al., 2011; Rasheed 
et al., 2020). The literature notes that hybrid education may lack adequate communication 
between instructors and students (Ilgu & Jahren, 2015; Shea et al., 2015). Therefore, faculty 
practice of constant and clear communication might help to address this challenge. Faculty and 
student mindset and attitudes toward hybrid learning is another challenge to hybrid learning 
(Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013; Ramos et al., 2011; Rasheed et al., 2020). Thus, it is even more 
essential for faculty to foster a growth mindset for themselves as well as for their students in the 
learning process. Examples might include faculty removing barriers to learning such as student 
anxiety in completing assignments, asking and listening to students, and revising teaching 
methods and the syllabus based on the feedback received. These findings further substantiated 
Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) practice of faculty who teach graduate hybrid courses modeling the 
way. 
Conclusion 2: Faculty Inspire a Shared Vision 
To inspire a shared vision, the majority of the faculty find out students’ purposes and 
aspirations, conduct real-world learning, envision the future and bigger pictures, and have 
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mutual planning. The second conclusion consolidated literature found from prior studies that 
exemplary leaders often imagine a positive future, see great opportunities to come, and enlist 
others by creating a shared purpose (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). From the study, the research 
participants reflected on their practices in inspiring a shared vision while teaching in graduate-
level hybrid courses. 
One of the most popular practices from faculty was finding out students’ purposes and 
aspirations. The faculty emphasized the value of finding out and connecting students’ purposes 
and aspirations with their learning. This perspective is consistent with Knowles’s et al. (2005) 
andragogical model in which adult learners need to know the purpose of the learning before they 
commit to the learning process. Faculty used various real-world learning projects in their 
teaching practices, which supported Cashman’s (2017) use of three questions to clarify 
organizational purposes: “vision—what is possible for us to become; strategy—how will we get 
there; and purpose: why is it so important that we exist in the world” (p. 79). 
Student engagement becomes one of the most significant challenges in hybrid classes 
(Napier et al., 2011; Parris et al., 2011). Therefore, faculty need to help students see the vision of 
the class and help them to realize that consistent engagement with the learning is needed in 
accomplishing the big picture. Faculty participants from this study talked about how they would 
engage their students by constantly communicating with their students about their purposes 
and aspirations, utilize real-world learning projects meaningful to the students, and connect the 
learning to their future. In addition, many faculty members also mentioned mutual planning, 
which supported Goleman’s (2000) concept of leaders letting followers to have the freedom to 
choose their own approaches of achieving the goals. 
Conclusion 3: Faculty Challenge Students’ Learning Process 
Study participants reflected on how they challenge and improve students’ learning 
process with their leadership-informed practices in graduate-level hybrid education. The 
findings indicated that faculty challenge their students’ learning process with four significant 
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practices: expect constant improvement, utilize student individualization in learning, create a 
safe learning environment, and provide feedback for growth. All these practices are ultimately 
related to improvement and growth. As Kouzes and Posner (2017) claimed, “Not one person 
achieved a personal best by keeping things the same. Regardless of the specifics, they all 
involved overcoming adversity and embracing opportunities to grow, innovate, and improve” (p. 
16); faculty had a very similar concept to challenge their students’ learning process. Both the 
existing literature and research findings support the idea of faculty building a safe learning 
environment to encourage risk taking and trying new things (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Kouzes & 
Posner, 2017; Senge, 2006; Zaccaro et al., 2008). The research finding on setting expectations 
for constant improvement speaks to the idea of the development of a growth mindset (Pittaway, 
2012) and the concept of exposing students to new possibilities and helping them to identify and 
fulfill the gap between their aspirations and their current performance (Knowles et al., 2005). 
One particular and interesting leadership strategy practiced by the research participants 
is the consideration of individualization. As a pedagogical term, individualization is highly 
related to leadership concepts, such as transformational leadership (Bass, 1985; Sarros et al., 
2002) and coaching (Anthony, 2017; Kraft & Blazar, 2017). Although this practice was not 
mentioned by previous studies on faculty leadership practices in the hybrid teaching field, it has 
a meaningful impact on the faculty in the educational field, especially for those working in 
hybrid education. Hybrid education by its nature provides individual learning and group 
learning space. Therefore, supporting and challenging each student in their learning process, 
such as the concept of flipped learning approach and one-on-one mentoring, become critical. 
One of the significant leadership strategies to challenge the process that the participants 
did not mention was scaffolding the tasks. Kouzes and Posner (2017) noted a few leadership 
approaches to challenge the process, such as create opportunities for small wins to achieve 
short-term goals, build momentum, and promote the meaningful process in the long run. 
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Similarly, with clear expectations, faculty are suggested to scaffold the learning for students to 
develop knowledge, understanding, and skills to reach the high expectations (Pittaway, 2012). 
Conclusion 4: Faculty Enable Students to Act 
Leaders enable others to act by fostering collaboration and strengthening others (Kouzes 
& Posner, 2017). From this study, faculty at NSU Graduate School of Education demonstrated 
their practices in enabling their students to act. Faculty seem to have the most leadership 
practices in their teaching under this theme, with the most codes (69) coming from the theme of 
enable others to act. The majority of the faculty enable their students to act with the following 
practices: they act as facilitators, build learning communities, use experiential learning, get to 
know their students, and develop students’ self-confidence. 
Almost all of the study participants mentioned the facilitator roles they play to enable 
their students to learn more actively. Participants referred to themselves as a facilitator, a guide 
on the side, and a backdrop. They wanted to leave the front stage to their students to be 
innovative in their own path while supporting and guiding them along the way with necessary 
instructions, infrastructures, resources, and tools. This perspective is consistent with previous 
literature findings. For example, teachers are encouraged to spend time to help their students, 
show approval, encouragement, and friendship to the students, help students to organize project 
groups (Knowles et al., 2005), and try to listen, understand, help the students, instead of 
control, command, and persuade them (Tough, 1979). According to Calderon (2013), one of the 
five roles faculty play in hybrid courses is facilitators. Faculty act as facilitators ought to create a 
learning environment where they enable their students to collaborate with each other (Jokinen 
& Mikkonen, 2013; Smyth et al., 2012) as well as support their students to take responsibilities 
for learning (Jokinen & Mikkonen, 2013). 
Building learning communities includes building a collaborative group to enhance 
student-faculty interaction (Willekens & Gibson, 2010) and building a trusting environment 
(Kouzes & Posner, 2017). In constructivist leadership, leaders enable participants in a 
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community and “evoke potential within a trusting environment, to reconstruct or break set with 
old assumptions, to focus on the construction of meaning, or to frame actions based on new 
behaviors and purposeful intention” (Lambert et al., 1995, p. 47). 
Singh (2017) mentioned that students favor active learning that involves teams, and 
active learning enhances student success. Similar concepts that support building learning 
communities are cooperative learning (Gradel & Edson, 2011) and andragogical principles 
(Knowles et al., 2005). Knowles et al. (2005) stated that there is less motivation to grow and 
more obstacles to learning in hierarchically structured organizations than functionally 
structured organizations. 
Building learning communities helps to address students’ low motivation and 
engagement issues in a hybrid learning format. It also seems to address the challenge of 
students’ feelings of isolation and disconnection since the social interaction and positive peer 
relationship is improved, especially in synchronous forms of cooperative learning (Roseth et al., 
2013). 
Experiential learning is one specific and significant leadership practice found in this 
research’s findings, although with limited literature support from previous studies. From the 
interview and artifact investigation, faculty tended to use group projects that are experiential to 
position and enable students to act. Participants emphasized the significance of simulation and 
getting students to see the connections between real-world experiences and academic literature. 
Through experiential learning, faculty believed that students are able to go beyond the learning 
material, connect with real-life issues, and most important, be empowered and motivated to do 
more because they are making a difference in the real world. 
This study’s participants also talked about the importance of knowing their students to 
enable them to act. Successful leaders pay attention to the needs of the followers and the group, 
and they are able to conceptualize and envision the needs by providing direction and inspiration 
(Burke, 1986). Kouzes and Posner (2017) encouraged leaders to spend time getting to know 
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their followers and find out “what makes them tick” (p. 218). As Participant 1 mentioned, the 
first step is to know who the students are. The instructor may appropriately place the student in 
a position based on their strengths and passions once they know the student. In addition, 
according to Posner (2015), leaders help their followers develop the confidence and capabilities 
necessary to succeed and enable them to act as leaders. Similarly, faculty participants of this 
study mentioned the importance of the development of students’ self-confidence. A few 
strategies were given, such as helping students to remove self-imposed barriers, and validate 
and strengthen students’ opinions. 
Conclusion 5: Faculty Encourage Students’ Hearts 
To encourage students’ hearts, faculty demonstrate high expectations, show their 
students that they care, and build relationships. There is a quote from one of the participants: 
I mean you really have to lead from the heart, and you really have to as well lead from 
the head, but the head only gives you so much, gives you all the theories. But the heart 
gives you motivation and gets people to find that they have their own compass. (P3)  
A few faculty members emphasized the value of encouraging the heart as the core to 
teaching and leading, while many did not mention their leadership practices in this area. In 
general, this study’s participants have relatively fewer practices under the theme of encouraging 
the heart, with 36 quotes about it. Among those who mentioned it, most of the faculty 
encouraged their students’ hearts by communicating high expectations, showing that they care 
about them, and making efforts to build relationships with them. Overall, findings supported the 
literature on this aspect, such as Caring Leadership Model (Williams et al., 2011) and The Five 
Practices of Exemplary Leadership (Kouzes & Posner, 2017). “People appreciate knowing that 
you have their best interests at heart.…When you genuinely care, even the smallest of gestures 
reap huge rewards” (Kouzes & Posner, 2017, p. 265). The ways faculty showed that they care 
included having clear and regular communication, being visible and responsive, and trying to 
understand students’ realities through conversations.  
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In addition, faculty members built relationships with students by establishing a trust and 
respect environment and being interpersonal, warm, humorous, and supportive. Only a few 
faculty members also mentioned how they celebrated the accomplishments of their students to 
encourage the heart. Celebrating accomplishments is a leadership practice from the literature 
(Kouzes & Posner, 2017; MacIsaac, 2016) that faculty could use more in teaching. 
Previous studies also found the importance of recognizing contributions (Kouzes & 
Posner, 2017; Reynolds & Warfield, 2010), as it is critical in building a strong team (MacIsaac, 
2016). However, this aspect was not found in this study and could be considered as a strategy for 
faculty to practice. 
Implications 
The purpose of this research was to use a qualitative approach to examine and 
conceptualize faculty leadership practices and considerations in teaching graduate hybrid 
courses. The study results could be resources to graduate institutions, administrators, and, most 
directly, faculty members interested in including effective leadership strategies in hybrid 
teaching environments.  
Aligned with this study’s literature review, two implications are demonstrated through 
(a) a conceptual framework on faculty leadership strategies in graduate-level hybrid education 
and (b) a suggested addition to the TPACK model. 
Conceptual Framework 
Faculty leadership is an influential factor directly related to effective teaching and school 
success (Berry et al., 2010). Thus, this study offered content in the literature of leadership 
practices on effective teaching in the graduate hybrid learning environment. This study also 
provided a set of possible leadership practices for faculty who teach and lead graduate hybrid 
courses. 
Based on Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) five leadership principles as the theoretical 
foundation and drawing from nine participant experiences in this case study, a conceptual 
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framework specific to faculty leadership strategies in graduate-level hybrid education was 
developed (see Figure 11). This framework demonstrates how faculty apply leadership-informed 
practices in teaching, from the most widely used theme—enable students to act, to the least 
mentioned theme—encourage the heart. Under each theme, the significant leadership practices 
utilized by faculty were listed. The items’ order was generated based on the frequency of faculty’s 
practices, from higher to lower. 
Figure 11: 
Framework of Faculty Leadership Strategies in Graduate-Level Hybrid Education 
 
Thoughts on TPACK Model 
In Chapter 2, this paper introduced the TPACK framework. TPACK framework describes 
how teachers’ pedagogical knowledge, educational technology knowledge, and content 
knowledge interact with each other to yield effective teaching (Koehler & Mishra, 2009). TPACK 
is an evolving framework, and it is an extended framework of Shulman’s (1986) model, which 
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focuses on Pedagogical Content Knowledge. According to Koehler and Mishra (2009), teachers’ 
professional development in TPACK is critical to effective teaching with technology. For 
example, in hybrid learning, teachers utilize technology affordances based on pedagogical 
considerations, such as virtual mobility, robot-mediated communication (Gleason & Greenhow, 
2017), and multimedia instructions (Hsiao et al., 2017; Kresse & Watland, 2016).  
TPACK framework is an effective teaching framework, and it is widely used in online 
learning and hybrid learning situations. During this study, the researcher recognized that one 
significant component, leadership knowledge, could be added to the existing framework as an 
additional perspective. Therefore, the researcher would like to offer a suggestion to extend the 
TPACK framework to Technological Pedagogical Leadership and Content Knowledge by adding 
leadership knowledge as another key part of effective teaching. Educators need to be equipped 
with technological knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and content knowledge, as the TPACK 
framework suggests. Meanwhile, leadership knowledge is another area worth paying attention 
to in teaching and leading a graduate-level hybrid class effectively. Even though the purpose of 
this suggested Technological Pedagogical Leadership and Content Knowledge modification aims 
to bring awareness to the development of teachers’ leadership knowledge, this preliminary idea 
needs more future testing and research. 
Limitations of the Study 
There are a few limitations of the study. First, Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) Five Practices 
of Exemplary Leadership were used as the theoretical framework. Although the five practices 
were widely supported by other previous studies, this might still limit the findings with the 
preexisting categories and with the researcher’s selected bias. Second, the sample population of 
this research was limited to one higher education institution in the U.S. Participants were all 
selected from the same case study site at NSU Graduate School of Education. Therefore, the 
study did not include diverse perspectives and practices from other professors outside of this 
institution.  
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The nature of a case study focuses on “particularization, not generalization” (Richards & 
Morse, 2013, p. 78). As a result, the findings from this study were limited and could not be 
generalized. It is possible that faculty from other institutions teaching graduate hybrid courses 
may have different perspectives and practices. However, the findings assisted in informing the 
field and added information to the previous and recent research on this topic. This case study 
design could also be duplicated in different educational settings for further investigation. Last, 
the study was conducted during the 2020 – 2021 academic year, with the unique impact of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, some findings of this study might not be transferable to other 
periods of time. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
This research used Kouzes and Posner’s (2017) five leadership principles as the main 
theoretical framework. It only scratched the surface in faculty leadership practices in teaching 
graduate hybrid courses. As the numbers of hybrid teaching modalities grow in graduate-level 
education over time, much more research could be done to continue developing this research 
topic.  
Future studies that look at the correlation between faculty leadership practices and 
student performances may yield more imperative results, which may inform the leadership 
practices that need to be in place with hybrid education for students to achieve success. 
Furthermore, the following recommendations for future studies are offered: 
• Future research may consider using a different theoretical framework or using a 
grounded-theory approach to examine the same research topic. 
• Future research may include students’ perspectives on faculty leadership practices. 
• Future research may compare faculty practices of leadership in teaching traditional, 
online, and hybrid courses. 
• Future research can be done with the same methodology but involve faculty from 
multiple institutions or different grade levels. 
126 
Summary 
Hybrid learning is one of the fastest-growing higher education trends. It is an 
instructional delivery format that includes both online learning and traditional classroom 
learning and is often seen as the best of two worlds (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Ilgu & Jahren, 
2015; Lamport & Hill, 2012). Recent research interest has grown in the hybrid learning field. 
However, only very few studies in recent years made the connections among faculty leadership 
strategies in hybrid learning, especially in graduate-level education. This gap in the research 
provided fertile ground for exploring faculty leadership practices in graduate hybrid education.  
The findings of this study indicated that faculty who taught graduate courses in 
education had leadership-informed practices in their teaching and interactions with students. 
The research design afforded the opportunity to seek information from participants who had a 
background in leadership knowledge, and they were able to reflect and articulate their 
leadership practices. It is hoped that this study will ideally begin to raise awareness and 
understanding of the theories, importance, and approaches to leadership practices in teaching. 
Continued research and professional development of faculty leadership in teaching across 
disciplines are needed. It is critical for researchers, professors, and administrators in higher 
education to recognize the value of applying leadership practices in teaching, especially in 
hybrid education, because of its unique format and challenges. 
The results of this study contributed to a conceptual framework based on Kouzes and 
Posner’s (2017) work on leadership principles. These findings were consistent with literature 
discussed in Chapter 2, indicating that leadership practices could be considered and included in 
graduate-level hybrid education. In addition, the findings indicated an additional element, 
leadership knowledge, could be included in the well-known TPACK model (Koehler & Mishra, 
2009), to further the concept of effective teaching. However, further research may be necessary. 
It is also hoped that the preliminary findings move beyond the belief that leadership is 
mainly for administrators, and that leadership practices could benefit educators in the 
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classroom. The researcher anticipates an ongoing project and much more work in this area in 
the near future. 
Finally, the researcher would like to express appreciation to the participants for their 
dedication to teaching, as exhibited through the following comment from participant 2: 
As far as I am concerned, everything in the classroom ties back to leadership, because, in 
my opinion, I am first a leader, and second, a professor. My primary job in the classroom 




Abdelmalak, M. M. M., & Parra, J. L. (2016). Expanding learning opportunities for graduate 
students with HyFlex course design. International Journal of Online Pedagogy and 
Course Design (IJOPCD), 6(4), 19–37. https://doi.org/10.4018/IJOPCD.2016100102 
Abu-Tineh, A. M., Khasawneh, S. A., & Omary, A. A. (2009). Kouzes and Posner’s 
transformational leadership model in practice: The case of Jordanian schools. Journal of 
Leadership Education, 7(3), 265–283. https://journalofleadershiped.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/02/7_3_Abu-Tineh_Khasawneh_Omary-1.pdf 
Ackerman, A. S. (2008). Hybrid learning in higher education: Engagement strategies. College & 
University Media Review, 14(1), 145–158. 
https://web.b.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=1&sid=e9ec8955-3cc3-
4d58-82c8-8176444d8220%40sessionmgr101 
Ackerman, A. S. (2012). Going virtual: Trials and triumphs in graduate education. International 
Journal of Arts & Sciences, 5(5), 591–599. 
Alebaikan, R., & Troudi, S. (2010). Blended learning in Saudi universities: Challenges and 
perspectives. Association for Learning Technology Journal (ALT-J), 18(1), 49–59. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687761003657614 
Al-Huneidi A., & Schreurs J. (2013) Constructivism based blended learning in higher 
education. In M.D. Lytras, D. Ruan, R.D. Tennyson, P. Ordonez De Pablos, F.J. 
García Peñalvo, & L. Rusu (Eds.), Information systems, e-learning, and knowledge 
management research (pp. 582–592). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-
35879-1_74 
Anderson, L. W., & Krathwohl, D. R. (2001). A taxonomy for learning, teaching, and assessing, 
Abridged Edition. Allyn and Bacon. 
Anthony, E. L. (2017). The impact of leadership coaching on leadership behaviors. Journal of 
Management Development, 36(7), 930–939. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-06-2016-
129 
0092 
Baker, C. (2010). The impact of instructor immediacy and presence for online student affective 
learning, cognition, and motivation. Journal of Educators Online, 7(1), 1–30. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ904072.pdf 
Balwant, P. T., Stephan, U., & Birdi, K. (2014). Practice what you preach: Instructors as 
transformational leaders in higher education classrooms. Academy of Management 
Proceedings, (1), 1–6. https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2014.57 
Banerjee, G. (2011). Blended environments: Learning effectiveness and student satisfaction at a 
small college in transition. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 15(1), 8–19. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ918215.pdf 
Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expectations. Free Press. 
Bass, B. M., & Riggio, R. E. (2006). Transformational leadership. Psychology Press. 
Beatty, B. (2007). Transitioning to an online world: Using HyFlex courses to bridge the gap. In 
C. Montgomerie & J. Seale (Eds.), Proceedings of ED-MEDIA 2007—World Conference 
on Educational Multimedia, Hypermedia & Telecommunications (pp. 2701–2706). 
Association for the Advancement of Computing in Education (AACE). 
https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p /25752/ 
Beckett, P., Field, J., Molloy, L., Yu, N., Holmes, D., & Pile, E. (2013). Practice what you preach: 
Developing person-centred culture in inpatient mental health settings through 
strengths-based, transformational leadership. Issues in Mental Health Nursing, 34(8), 
595–601. https://doi.org/10.3109/01612840.2013.790524 
Bernaus, M., & Gardner, R. C. (2008). Teacher motivation strategies, student perceptions, 
student motivation, and English achievement. The Modern Language Journal, 92(3), 
387–401. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2008.00753.x 
Berry, B., Daughtrey, A., & Wieder, A. (2010). Teacher leadership: Leading the way to effective 
130 
teaching and learning. Center for Teaching Quality. 
http://teachersnetwork.org/effectiveteachers/images/CTQPolicyBriefOn_TEACHER_L
EADERSHIP__021810.pdf 
Birt, L., Scott, S., Cavers, D., Campbell, C., & Walter, F. (2016). Member checking: A tool to 
enhance trustworthiness or merely a nod to validation? Qualitative Health Research, 
26(13), 1802–1811. https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732316654870 
Blier, H. M. (2008). Webbing the common good: Virtual environment, incarnated community, 
and education for the reign of God. Teaching Theology & Religion, 11(1), 24–31. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9647.2007.00393.x 
Bloom, B. S. (1956). Taxonomy of educational objectives: Cognitive domain, 1. Longman. 
Bonakdarian, E., Whittaker, T., & Bell, D. (2009). Merging worlds: When virtual meets physical: 




Bonk, C. J., & Graham, C. R. (2012). The handbook of blended learning: Global perspectives, 
local designs. John Wiley & Sons. 
Boucher, B., Robertson, E., Wainner, R., & Sanders, B. (2013). “Flipping” Texas State 
University’s physical therapist musculoskeletal curriculum: Implementation of a hybrid 
learning model. Journal of Physical Therapy Education, 27(3), 72–77. 
https://insights.ovid.com/physical-therapy-education/jopte/2013/07/000 /flipping-
texas-state-university-physical-therapist/10/00001416 
Boyett, I. (1996). New leader, new culture, “old” university. Leadership and Organization 
Development Journal, 17(5), 24–30. https://doi.org/10.1108/01437739610127487 
Breen, R. (2006) A practical guide to focus-group research. Journal of Geography in Higher 
Education, 30(3), 463–475. https://doi.org/10.1080/03098260600927575 
131 
Brown, M. G. (2016). Blended instructional practice: A review of the empirical literature on 
instructors’ adoption and use of online tools in face-to-face teaching. The Internet and 
Higher Education, 31, 1–10. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2016.05.001 
Burke, W. (1986). Leadership as empowering others. https://www.researchgate.net 
/publication/246661498_Leadership_as_Empowering_Others 
Butz, N. T., & Stupnisky, R. H. (2016). A mixed methods study of graduate students’ self-
determined motivation in synchronous hybrid learning environments. The Internet and 
Higher Education, 28, 85–95. https://daneshyari.com/article/preview/357705.pdf 
Buzzetto-More, N. A., & Guy, R. (2006). Incorporating the hybrid learning model into minority 
education at a historically Black university. Journal of Information Technology 
Education: Research, 5(1), 153–164. https://www.learntechlib.org/p/111538/ 
Cakir, O., Karademir, T., & Erdogdu, F. (2018). Psychological variables of estimating distance 
learners’ motivation. Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education, 19(1), 163–182. 
http://dergipark.gov.tr/doi/10.17718/tojde.382795 
Casey, G. (2013). Social media in the classroom: A simple yet complex hybrid environment for 
students. Journal of Educational Multimedia and Hypermedia, 22(1), 5–24. 
https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/41333/ 
Cashman, K. (2017). Leadership from the inside out: Becoming a leader for life. Berrett-
Koehler Publishers. 
Chan, W. T. Y., & Leung, C. H. (2016). The use of social media for blended learning in tertiary 
education. Universal Journal of Educational Research, 4(4), 771–778. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2016.040414 
Chen, B. H., & Chiou, H. H. (2014). Learning style, sense of community and learning 
effectiveness in hybrid learning environment. Interactive Learning Environments, 
22(4), 485–496. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2012.680971 
Conger, J. A. (1989). The charismatic leader. Behind the mystique of exceptional leadership. 
132 
Jossey-Bass. 
Conger, J. A., & Kanungo, R. N. (1988). The empowerment process: Integrating theory and 
practice. Academy of Management Review, 13(3), 471–482. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/258093 
Cramer, K. D. (2014). Lead positive: What highly effective leaders see, say, and do. John Wiley 
& Sons. 
Crawford, C., Barker, J., & Seyam, A. (2014). The promising role of hybrid learning in 
community colleges: Looking towards the future. Contemporary Issues in Education 
Research (Online), 7(3), 237. 
http://dx.doi.org.lib.pepperdine.edu/10.19030/cier.v7i3.8645 
Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five 
approaches. SAGE Publications. 
Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2018). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed 
methods approaches (5th ed.). SAGE Publications. 
Crews, T., & Butterfield, J. (2014). Data for flipped classroom design: Using student feedback to 
identify the best components from online and face-to-face classes. Higher Education 
Studies, 4(3), 38–47. http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/hes.v4n3p38 
Dangwal, K. L. (2017). Blended learning: An innovative approach. Universal Journal of 
Educational Research, 5(1), 129–136. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1124666 
Detert, J. R., & Burris, E. R. (2007). Leadership behavior and employee voice: Is the door really 
open? Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 869–884. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.26279183 
Doering, A., Veletsianos, G., Scharber, C., & Miller, C. (2009). Using the technological, 
pedagogical, and content knowledge framework to design online learning environments 
and professional development. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 41(3), 
319–346. https://doi.org/10.2190/EC.41.3.d 
133 
Ebener, D. R., & O’Connell, D. J. (2010). How might servant leadership work? Nonprofit 
Management and Leadership, 20(3), 315–335. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.256 
Elo, S., & Kyngäs, H. (2008). The qualitative content analysis process. Journal of Advanced 
Nursing, 62(1), 107–115. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf /10.1111/j.1365-
2648.2007.04569.x 
El-Gayar, O., & Dennis, T. (2005). Effectiveness of hybrid learning environments. Issues in 
Information Systems, 6(1), 176–182. https://www.researchgate.net 
/publication/250722958_EFFECTIVENESS_OF_HYBRID_LEARNING_ENVIRONME
NTS 
Emery, J. (2019). Leading for organisational change: Building purpose, motivation and 
belonging. John Wiley & Sons. 
Eryilmaz, M. (2015). The effectiveness of blended learning environments. Contemporary Issues 
in Education Research (CIER), 8(4), 251–256. https://doi.org/10.19030/cier.v8i4.9433 
Estelami, H. (2012). An exploratory study of the drivers of student satisfaction and learning 
experience in hybrid-online and purely online marketing courses. Marketing Education 
Review, 22(2), 143–155. 
http://dx.doi.org.lib.pepperdine.edu/10.2753/MER1052-8008220204 
Etikan, I., Musa, S. A., & Alkassim, R. S. (2016). Comparison of convenience sampling and 
purposive sampling. American Journal of Theoretical and Applied Statistics, 5(1), 1–4. 
doi:10.11648/j.ajtas.20160501.11 
Farmer, H. (2020). 6 models for blended synchronous and asynchronous online course 
delivery. Educause Review. 
Finlay, L., & Gough, B. (Eds.). (2003). Reflexivity: A practical guide for researchers in health 
and social sciences. Blackwell Science. 
Flipped Learning Network. (2014) The four pillars of F-L-I-P. https://flippedlearning.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/07/FLIP_handout _FNL_Web.pdf 
134 
Garcia, A., Abrego, J., & Calvillo, M. M. (2014). A study of the hybrid instructional delivery for 
graduate students in an educational leadership course. International Journal of E-
Learning & Distance Education, 29(1). 
http://www.ijede.ca/index.php/jde/article/view/864/1534 
Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2010). The first decade of the community of inquiry 
framework: A retrospective. Internet and Higher Education, 13(1–2), 5–9. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2009.10.003 
Garrison, D. R., & Kanuka, H. (2004). Blended learning: Uncovering its transformative potential 
in higher education. The Internet and Higher Education, 7(2), 95–105. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2004.02.001 
Garrison, D. R., & Vaughan, N. D. (2008). Blended learning in higher education: Framework, 
principles, and guidelines. John Wiley & Sons. 
Gedik, N., Kiraz, E., & Ozden, M. Y. (2013). Design of a blended learning environment: 
Considerations and implementation issues. Australasian Journal of Educational 
Technology, 29(1), 1–19. https://ajet.org.au/index.php/AJET/article/view/6/21 
Gibbs, G. R. (2007). Analyzing qualitative data. SAGE Publications. 
https://www.doi.org/10.4135/9781849208574 
Gil, F., Rico, R., Alcover Carlos, M., & Barrasa, Á. (2005). Change‐oriented leadership, 
satisfaction and performance in work groups: Effects of team climate and group potency. 
Journal of Managerial Psychology, 20(3/4), 312–328. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940510589073 
Gleason, B., & Greenhow, C. (2017). Hybrid learning in higher education: The potential of 
teaching and learning with robot-mediated communication. Online Learning, 21(4), 
159–176. https://www.doi.org/10.24059/olj.v21i4.1276 
Gonzalez-Severino, F. (2017). Is faculty leadership style a predictor of student satisfaction in 
online education courses? (Publication No. 1973260634) [Doctoral dissertation, Our 
135 




Goleman, D. (2000). Leadership that gets results. Harvard Business Review, 78, 78–93. 
https://hbr.org/2000/03/leadership-that-gets-results 
Gomes, L., & Paul, A. (2018). Scaffolding learning and maximising engagement. Navitas. 
https://learningandteaching-navitas.com/scaffolding-learning-maximising-
engagement/ 
Grabe, M. (1988). Technological enhancement of study behavior: On-line activities to produce 
more effective learning. Collegiate Microcomputer, 6(3), 253–259. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ379064 
Gradel, K., & Edson, A. J. (2011). Cooperative learning: Smart pedagogy and tools for online and 
hybrid courses. Journal of Educational Technology Systems, 39(2), 193–212. 
https://doi.org/10.2190/ET.39.2.i 
Graham, C. R. (2006). The handbook of blended learning: Global perspectives, local designs. 
Wiley. 
Gustavson, P., & Liff, S. (2014). A team of leaders: Empowering every member to take 
ownership, demonstrate initiative, and deliver results. Amacom. 
Hall, S., & Villareal, D. (2015). The hybrid advantage: Graduate student perspectives of hybrid 
education courses. International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher 
Education, 27(1), 69–80. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1069791.pdf 
Hara, N. (2000). Student distress in a web-based distance education course. Information, 
Communication & Society, 3(4), 557–579. doi:10.1080/13691180010002297 
Harasim, L. (1987). Teaching and learning on-line: Issues in computer-mediated graduate 
courses. Canadian Journal of Educational Communication, 16(2), 117–135. 
136 
https://doi.org/10.21432/T2TK6K 
Harasim, L. (2017). Learning theory and online technologies. Routledge. 
Harris, A. (2002). Effective leadership in schools facing challenging contexts. School Leadership 
& Management, 22(1), 15–26. https://doi.org/10.1080/13632430220143024a 
Hastings, N. B., Centore, L. S., Gamsky, S. A., Finzen, F. C., White, J. M., Wong, E., & 
Kalenderian, E. (2018). A novel approach for effective integration of new faculty 
leadership. Journal of Healthcare Leadership, 10, 1–9. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2147/JHL.S150493 
Helms, S. A. (2014). Blended/hybrid courses: A review of the literature and recommendations 
for instructional designers and educators. Interactive Learning Environments, 22(6), 
804–810. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2012.745420 
Herman, W. E. (1995). Humanistic influences on a constructivist approach to teaching and 
learning [Paper Presentation]. American Educational Research Association 1995 Annual 
Meeting, San Francisco, CA, United States. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED393814.pdf 
Hilgard, E. R., & Bower, G. H. (1966). Theories of learning. Appleton-Century-Crofts. 
Hilliard, A. T. (2015). Global blended learning practices for teaching and learning, leadership 
and professional development. Journal of International Education Research, 11(3), 
179–188. http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1070786.pdf 
Hoffman, H., Irwin, A., Ligon, R., Murray, M., & Tohsaku, C. (1995). Virtual reality-multimedia 
synthesis: Next-generation learning environments for medical education. The Journal of 
Biocommunication, 22(3), 2–7. http://europepmc.org/article/med/8904480 
Hurlbut, A., & Dunlap, K. (2019). Tools for seamless teaching in online and hybrid contexts. In 
K. Graziano (Ed.), Proceedings of Society for Information Technology & Teacher 
Education International Conference (pp. 460–465). Association for the Advancement of 
Computing in Education (AACE). https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/207681/ 
137 
Hsiao, E. L., Mikolaj, P., & Shih, Y.-T. (2017). A design case of scaffolding hybrid/online 
student-centered learning with multimedia. Journal of Educators Online, 14(1), 1–9. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1133746.pdf 
Hyatt, L. (2013, March). Dynamic narrative qualitative approach. [Paper Presentation]. 
American Education Research Association Annual Meeting 2013. San Francisco, CA, 
United States. 
Hyatt, L., & Allen, S. (2018). Advancing doctoral leadership education through technology. 
Edward Elgar Publishing. 
Ilgu, A. K., & Jahren, C. T. (2015, June). Faculty perspectives on benefits and challenges of 
hybrid learning [Paper presentation]. 122nd ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition, 
Seattle, WA, United States. 
https://www.asee.org/public/conferences/56/papers/11902/download 
Jackson, T., Lorenc, D., & Iorizzo, L., Jr. (1997). Interactive distance learning over the Internet: 
A hybrid solution. Journal of Instruction Delivery Systems, 11(3), 24–29. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ561452 
Jaipian, P. (2010). A proposed model to promote teacher leadership in transforming schools. 
Scholar, 2(1), 49–51. 
http://www.assumptionjournal.au.edu/index.php/Scholar/article/view/827/736 
Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (2004). Assessing students in groups: Promoting group 
responsibility and individual accountability. Corwin Press. 
Johnson, E., Morwane, R., Dada, S., Pretorius, G., & Lotriet, M. (2018). Adult learners’ 
perspectives on their engagement in a hybrid learning postgraduate programme. Journal 
of Continuing Higher Education, 66(2), 88–105. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07377363.2018.1469071 
Jokinen, P., & Mikkonen, I. (2013). Teachers’ experiences of teaching in a blended learning 
environment. Nurse Education in Practice, 13(6), 524–528. 
138 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nepr.2013.03.014 
Jonassen, D. E., & Land, S. E. (2012). Theoretical foundations of learning Environments (2nd 
ed.). Routledge. 
Kaewumpai, W. (2010). Leadership skills development for educational leadership to improve 
organizational effectiveness in higher education. Scholar, 2(1), 11–15. 
http://www.assumptionjournal.au.edu/index.php/Scholar/article/view/818/727 
Ke, F. (2010). Examining online teaching, cognitive, and social presence for adult students. 
Computers & Education, 55(2), 808–820. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.03.013 
Keengwe, J., Onchwari, G., & Oigara, J. N. (Eds.). (2014). Promoting active learning through 
the flipped classroom model. IGI Global. 
Kerfoot, K. (2001). The leadership of possibilities. Medical-Surgical Nursing, 10(3), 151. 
https://go.gale.com/ps/anonymous?id=GALE%7CA75658108&sid=googleScholar&v=2.
1&it=r&linkaccess=abs&issn=10920811&p=AONE&sw=w 
Khalaila, R. (2015). The relationship between academic self-concept, intrinsic motivation, test 
anxiety, and academic achievement among nursing students: Mediating and moderating 
effects. Nurse Education Today, 35(3), 432–438. doi:10.1016/j.nedt.2014.11.001 
King, A. (1993). From sage on the stage to guide on the side. College teaching, 41(1), 30–35. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/27558571?origin=JSTOR-pdf&seq=1 
King, S., & Arnold, K. (2012). Blended learning environments in higher education: A case study 
of how professors make it happen. Mid-Western Educational Researcher, 25, 44–59. 
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:150619697 
Klimova, B. F., & Kacetl, J. (2015). Hybrid learning and its current role in the teaching of foreign 
languages. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 182, 477–481. 
https://cyberleninka.org/article/n/583510.pdf 
Knowles, M. S., Holton, E., & Swanson, R. (2005). The adult learner: The definitive classic in 
139 
adult education and human resource development (6th ed.). Elsevier. 
Koehler, M. J., & Mishra, P. (2009). What is technological pedagogical content knowledge? 
Contemporary Issues in Technology and Teacher Education, 9(1), 60–70. 
https://citejournal.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/v9i1general1.pdf 
Koehler, M. J., Mishra, P., & Cain, W. (2013). What is technological pedagogical content 
knowledge (TPACK)? Journal of Education, 193(3), 13–19. 
Kohls, C., Münster, G., Dubbert, D., & Dural, M. (2018). Mobile apps for hybrid learning spaces. 
Journal of Interactive Learning Research, 29(3), 377–396. 
https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/184760/ 
Korr, J., Derwin, E. B., Greene, K., & Sokoloff, W. (2012). Transitioning an adult-serving 
university to a blended learning model. The Journal of Continuing Higher Education, 
60(1), 2–11. https://doi.org/10.1080/07377363.2012.649123 
Kotter, J. P. (2012). Leading change. Harvard Business Press. 
Kouzes, J. M., & Posner, B. Z. (2000). Leadership challenge. Wiley. 
Kouzes, J. M., & Posner, B. Z. (2006). The leadership challenge (3rd ed). John Wiley & Sons. 
Kouzes, J. M., & Posner, B. Z. (2017). The leadership challenge: How to make extraordinary 
things happen in organizations. John Wiley & Sons. 
Kraft, M. A., & Blazar, D. (2017). Individualized coaching to improve teacher practice across 
grades and subjects: New experimental evidence. Educational Policy, 31(7), 1033–1068. 
Kranzow, J. (2013). Faculty leadership in online education: Structuring courses to impact 
student satisfaction and persistence. Journal of Online Learning and Teaching, 9(1), 
131–139. https://jolt.merlot.org/vol9no1/kranzow_0313.pdf 
Kresse, W., & Watland, K. H. (2016). Thinking outside the box office: Using movies to build 
shared experiences and student engagement in online or hybrid learning. Journal of 
Learning in Higher Education, 12(1), 59–64. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1139708 
Kyngäs, H., & Vanhanen, L. (1999). Content analysis (Finnish). Hoi-totiede, 11, 3–12. 
140 
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.x 
LaFasto, F., & Larson, C. (2001). When teams work best: 6,000 team members and leaders tell 
what it takes to succeed. SAGE Publications. 
Lakhal, S., Bateman, D., & Bédard, J. (2017). Blended synchronous delivery mode in graduate 
programs: A literature review and its implementation in the master teacher program. 
Collected Essays on Learning and Teaching, 10, 47–60. 
https://doi.org/10.22329/celt.v10i0.4747 
Lambert, L., Walker, D., Zimmerman, D. P., Cooper, J. E., Lambert M. D., Gardner, M. E., & 
Slack, P. J. (1995). The constructivist leader. Teachers College Press. 
Lamport, M. A., & Hill, R. J. (2012). Impact of hybrid instruction on student achievement in 
post-secondary institutions: A synthetic review of the literature. Journal of Instructional 
Research, 1, 49–58. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1127597 
Larson, C. E., & LaFasto, F. M. (1989). Teamwork: What must go right/what can go wrong (1st 
ed.). SAGE Publications. 
Learn to build a codebook for a generic qualitative study. (2019). SAGE Publications. 
Levin, S., Whitsett, D., & Wood, G. (2013). Teaching MSW social work practice in a blended 
online learning environment. Journal of Teaching in Social Work, 33(4–5), 408–420. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08841233.2013.829168 
Levy, D. (2020). The synchronous vs. asynchronous balancing act. Harvard Business 
Publishing Education. https://hbsp.harvard.edu/inspiring-minds/the-synchronous-vs-
asynchronous-balancing-act 
Lim, J., Kim, M., Chen, S. S., & Ryder, C. E. (2008). An empirical investigation of student 
achievement and satisfaction in different learning environments. Journal of 
Instructional Psychology, 35(2), 113–119. https://www.learntechlib.org/p/101473/ 
Lin, O. (2008). Student views of hybrid learning: A one-year exploratory study. Journal of 
Computing in Teacher Education, 25(2), 57–66. 
141 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10402454.2008.10784610 
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Sage. 
Linder, K. E. (2017). Fundamentals of hybrid teaching and learning. New Directions for 
Teaching and Learning, (149), 11–18. https://doi.org/10.1002/tl.20222 
Lintunen, P., Mutta, M., & Pelttari, S. (2017). Profiling language learners in hybrid learning 
contexts: Learners’ perceptions. The EuroCALL Review, 25(1), 61–75. 
https://doi.org/10.4995/eurocall.2017.7145 
Linzey, J. F., & Pierce, D. (2015). Moral leadership: The 9 leadership traits. Wipf and Stock 
Publishers. 
Love, B., Hodge, A., Corritore, C., & Ernst, D. C. (2015). Inquiry-based learning and the flipped 
classroom model. PRIMUS, 25(8), 745–762. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511970.2015.1046005 
Ma’arop, A. H., & Embi, M. A. (2016). Implementation of blended learning in higher learning 
institutions: A review of the literature. International Education Studies, 9(3), 41–52. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ies.v9n3p41 
MacIsaac, L. (2016, November). Unleashing the power of a team [PowerPoint slides]. 
Mackenzie Health. http://swostroke.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Key-Note-
Address-Laura-MacIsaac.pdf 
Manz, C. C., & Sims, H. P. (2001). The new superleadership: Leading others to lead themselves. 
Berrett-Koehler Publishers. 
Maslow, A. H. (1954). Personality and motivation. Harper. 
Maxwell, J. C. (2018). Developing the leader within you 2.0. Harper Collins Leadership. 
McCown, A. M. (2018). University faculty mentors’ demonstration of the five practices of 
exemplary leadership: A qualitative study comparing faculty mentors’ perceptions to 
student mentees’ perceptions (Publication No. 10822193) [Doctoral dissertation, 
Hardin-Simmons University]. ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. 
142 
McDonough, D. (2012). Applying learner-centered principles and strategies: From face to face 
instruction to a hybrid course learning format. Journal of Learning in Higher 
Education, 8(2), 31–39. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1145174.pdf 
McFarlane, D. A. (2010). Perceived impact of district leadership practices on school climate and 
school improvement. Journal of Multidisciplinary Research, 2(2), 53–70. 
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.455.5536 
&rep=rep1&type=pdf#page=55 
McLain, D. L., & Hackman, K. (1999). Trust, risk, and decision-making in organizational 
change. Public Administration Quarterly, 23(2), 152–176. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40861778 
McMillan, D. W., & Chavis, D. M. (1986). Sense of community: A definition and theory. Journal 
of Community Psychology, 14(1), 6–23. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1<6::AID-JCOP 2290140103>3.0.CO;2-I 
Meier, D. (2016). Situational leadership theory as a foundation for a blended learning 
framework. Journal of Education and Practice, 7(10), 25–30. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1099593.pdf 
Mihas, P., & Odum Institute. (2019). Learn to build a codebook for a generic qualitative study. 
In SAGE Research Methods Datasets Part 2. SAGE Publications, Ltd. 
https://www.doi.org/10.4135/9781526496058 
Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded sourcebook. 
Sage. 
Mills, A. J., Durepos, G., & Wiebe, E. (2010). Encyclopedia of case study research (Vols. 1–0). 
SAGE Publications. http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412957397 
Miyake-Trapp, J., Saaed, E., Chen, W. L., Khajarian, S., & Madjidi, F. (2020, August). Pedagogy 
or technology: How to equitably and cost effectively solve the education delivery amid 
the COVID 19 pandemic. The International Organization of Social Sciences and 
143 
Behavioral Research Online Conference 2020 Virtual Conference. 
Moore, J. L., Dickson-Deane, C., & Galyen, K. (2011). e-Learning, online learning, and distance 
learning environments: Are they the same? The Internet and Higher Education, 14(2), 
129-135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2010.10.001 
Napier, N. P., Dekhane, S., & Smith, S. (2011). Transitioning to blended learning: Understanding 
student and faculty perceptions. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 15(1), 
20–32. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ918216.pdf 
Nuruzzaman, A. (2016). The pedagogy of blended learning: A brief review. IRA International 
Journal of Education and Multidisciplinary Studies, 4(1), 125–134. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.21013/jems.v4.n1.p14 
O’Connor, C., & Joffe, H. (2020). Intercoder reliability in qualitative research: Debates and 
practical guidelines. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 19. 
http://dx.doi.org.lib.pepperdine.edu/10.1177/1609406919899220 
Ogbonna, C. G., Ibezim, N. E., & Obi, C. A. (2019). Synchronous versus asynchronous e-learning 
in teaching word processing: An experimental approach. South African Journal of 
Education, 39(2), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.15700/saje.v39n2a1383 
Olapiriyakul, K., & Scher, J. M. (2006). A guide to establishing hybrid learning courses: 
Employing information technology to create a new learning experience, and a case study. 
The Internet and Higher Education, 9(4), 287–301. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2006.08.001 
Öqvist, A., & Malmström, M. (2016). Teachers’ leadership: A maker or a breaker of students’ 
educational motivation. School Leadership & Management, 36(4), 365–380. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2016.1247039 
Ortega, A., Van den Bossche, P., Sánchez-Manzanares, M., Rico, R., & Gil, F. (2014). The 
influence of change-oriented leadership and psychological safety on team learning in 
healthcare teams. Journal of Business and Psychology, 29(2), 311–321. 
144 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9315-8 
Otto, D. (2018). Using virtual mobility and digital storytelling in blended learning: Analysing 
students’ experiences. Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education, 19(4), 90–103. 
https://doi.org/10.17718/tojde.471657 
Owens, B. P., & Hekman, D. R. (2012). Modeling how to grow: An inductive examination of 
humble leader behaviors, contingencies, and outcomes. Academy of Management 
Journal, 55(4), 787–818. http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0441 
Owston, R., York, D., & Murtha, S. (2013). Student perceptions and achievement in a university 
blended learning strategic initiative. Internet and Higher Education, 18, 38–46. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2012.12.003 
Panyajamorn, T., Kohda, Y., Chongphaisal, P., & Supnithi, T. (2016, November). The 
effectiveness and suitability of MOOCs hybrid learning: A case study of public schools in 
Thai rural area. In 2016 11th International Conference on Knowledge, Information and 
Creativity Support Systems (KICSS; pp. 1-6). IEEE. 
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/7951449 
Parris, J. B., Beaver, J. P., Nickels, D. W., & Crabtree, J. D. (2011). Is there a student 
“disconnect?” First-year hybrid class teachers’ observations and recommendations for 
improving student engagement in information systems classes. Information Systems 
Education Journal, 9(3), 50–58. https://isedj.org/2011-9/N3/ISEDJv9n3p50.html 
Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods (3rd ed.). Sage. 
Perveen, A. (2016). Synchronous and asynchronous e-language learning: A case study of virtual 
university of Pakistan. Open Praxis, 8(1), 21–39. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1093436.pdf 
Pew, S. (2007). Andragogy and pedagogy as foundational theory for student motivation in 
higher education. InSight: A Collection of Faculty Scholarship, 2, 14–25. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ864274.pdf 
145 
Pinto, M. B., & Anderson, W. (2013). A little knowledge goes a long way: Student expectation 
and satisfaction with hybrid learning. Journal of Instructional Pedagogies, 10, 1–12. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1097169 
Pittaway, S. M. (2012). Student and staff engagement: Developing an engagement framework in 
a faculty of education. Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 37(4), 37–45. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ969532.pdf 
Porter, C. (2014). Are we training leaders? Conversations with three leaders. Journal of the 
Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics, 114(5), S8-S9. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jand.2014.02.022 
Posner, B. Z. (2015). An investigation into the leadership practices of volunteer leaders. 
Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 36(7), 885–898. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-03-2014-0061 
Prasad, P., Maag, A., Redestowicz, M., & Hoe, L. S. (2018). Unfamiliar technology: Reaction of 
international students to blended learning. Computers & Education, 122, 92–103. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.03.016 
Price, J. H., & Murnan, J. (2004). Research limitations and the necessity of reporting them. 
American Journal of Health Education, 35(2), 66–67. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19325037.2004.10603611 
Qasem, A. A. A., & Viswanathappa, G. (2016). Blended learning approach to develop the 
teachers’ TPACK. Contemporary Educational Technology, 7(3), 264–276. 
https://doi.org/10.30935/cedtech/6176 
Raes, A., Detienne, L., Windey, I., & Depaepe, F. (2019). A systematic literature review on 
synchronous hybrid learning: Gaps identified. Learning Environments Research 23, 
269–290. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-019-09303-z 
Ramos, F., Tajú, G., & Canuto, L. (2011). Promoting distance education in higher education in 
Cape Verde and Mozambique. Distance Education, 32(2), 159–175. 
146 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2011.584845 
Ranganathan, S., Negash, S., & Wilcox, M. V. (2007). Hybrid learning: Balancing face-to-face 
and online class sessions [Paper presentation]. Tenth Annual Conference of the 
Southern Association for Information Systems, Jacksonville, FL, United States. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/255594155_HYBRID_LEARNING_BALANC
ING_FACE-TO-FACE_AND_ONLINE_CLASS_SESSIONS 
Rasheed, R. A., Kamsin, A., & Abdullah, N. A. (2020). Challenges in the online component of 
blended learning: A systematic review. Computers & Education, 144. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103701 
Rausch, D. W., & Crawford, E. K. (2012). Cohorts, communities of inquiry, and course delivery 
methods: UTC best practices in learning—The hybrid learning community model. 
Journal of Continuing Higher Education, 60(3), 175–180. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07377363.2013.722428 
Reynard, R. (2007). Hybrid learning: Challenges for teachers. The Journal. 
https://thejournal.com/Articles/2007/05/17/Hybrid-Learning-Challenges-for-
Teachers.aspx?Page=1 
Reynolds, J. G., & Warfield, W. H. (2010). Discerning the differences between managers and 
leaders. The Education Digest, 75(7), 61–65. 
https://www.scribd.com/document/370703138/2010-Reynolds-Warfield-Discerning-
the-Differences-Between-Managers-and-Leaders 
Richards, L., & Morse, J. M. (2013). Readme first for a user’s guide to qualitative methods. 
SAGE Publications. 
Ritter, C., Polnick, B., Fink, R., II, & Oescher, J. (2010). Classroom learning communities in 
educational leadership: A comparison study of three delivery options. Internet and 
Higher Education, 13(1–2), 96–100. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2009.11.005 
Roberts, C., & Hyatt, L. (2019). The dissertation journey: A practical and comprehensive guide 
147 
to planning, writing, and defending your dissertation (3rd ed.). Sage-Corwin Press. 
Robson, C. (1993) Real world research: A resource for social scientists and practitioner 
researchers. Blackwell Publishers. 
Calderon, B. I. R. (2013). Faculty experiences in higher education institutions teaching hybrid 
courses (Publication No. 3602794) [Doctoral dissertation, Capella University]. ProQuest 
Dissertations & Theses Global. 
Romero-Hall, E., & Vicentini, C. R. (2017). Examining distance learners in hybrid synchronous 
instruction: Successes and challenges. Online Learning Journal, 21(4), 141–157. 
https://olj.onlinelearningconsortium.org/index.php/olj/article/view/1258/343 
Roseth, C., Akcaoglu, M., & Zellner, A. (2013). Blending synchronous face-to-face and 
computer-supported cooperative learning in a hybrid doctoral seminar. TechTrends, 
57(3), 54–59. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-013-0663-z 
Rovai, A., & Jordan, H. (2004). Blended learning and sense of community: A comparative 
analysis with traditional and fully online graduate courses. International Review of 
Research in Open and Distance Learning, 5(2), 1–13. 
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v5i2.192 
Rovai, A., Ponton, M., Wighting, M., & Baker, J. (2007). A comparative analysis of student 
motivation in traditional classroom and e-learning courses. International Journal on E-
learning, 6(3), 413–432. https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/20022/ 
Rowley, K., Bunker, E., & Cole, D. (2002). Designing the right blend combining online and 
onsite training for optimal results. Performance Improvement, 41(4), 26–36. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/pfi.4140410406 
Rupp, N. K. (2016). Online learning and effective leadership: The importance of relationship 
building and culture [Doctoral dissertation, Old Dominion University]. Old Dominion 
University Digital Commons. https://doi.org/10.25777/kwcm-gg91 
Sarros, J. C., Gray, J., & Densten, I. L. (2002). Leadership and its impact on organizational 
148 





Seaman, J. E., Allen, I. E., & Seaman, J. (2018). Grade increase: Tracking distance education in 
the United States. Babson Survey Research Group. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED580852.pdf 
Seaman, J. E., & Seaman, J. (2019). Distance education state almanac national. Bay View 
Analytics. 
https://www.bayviewanalytics.com/reports/almanac/national_almanac2019.pdf 
Senge, P. M. (2006). The fifth discipline: The art and practice of the learning organization. 
Currency. 
Senta, P. W. (2008). Did we forget someone? Students’ computer access and literacy for CALL. 
CALICO Journal, 25(3), 482–509. doi:10.1558/cj.v25i3.482-509 
Serrano, D. R., Dea-Ayuela, M. A., Gonzalez-Burgos, E., Serrano-Gil, A., & Lalatsa, A. (2019). 
Technology-enhanced learning in higher education: How to enhance student 
engagement through blended learning. European Journal of Education, 54(2), 273–286. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12330 
Shand, K., & Farrelly, S. G. (2018). The art of blending: Benefits and challenges of a blended 
course for preservice teachers. Journal of Educators Online, 15(1), 1–15. 
https://doi.org/10.9743/JEO2018.15.1.10 
Shea, J., Joaquin, M. E., & Gorzycki, M. (2015). Hybrid course design: Promoting student 
engagement and success. Journal of Public Affairs Education, 21(4), 539–556. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15236803.2015.12002219 
Shelton, C. C., Warren, A. E., & Archambault, L. M. (2016). Exploring the use of interactive 
149 
digital storytelling video: Promoting student engagement and learning in a university 
hybrid course. TechTrends: Linking Research and Practice to Improve Learning, 60(5), 
465–474. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11528-016-0082-z 
Shield, P., Atweh, B., & Singh, P. (2005). Utilising synchronous web-mediated communications 
as a booster to sense of community in a hybrid on-campus/off-campus teaching and 
learning environment. In H. Goss (Ed.), Balance, fidelity, mobility: Maintaining the 
momentum? Proceedings of the 22nd Annual Conference of the Australasian Society for 
Computers in Learning in Tertiary Education (ascilite), 2, (pp. 607-614). Department of 
Teaching and Learning Support Services, Australia. 
Shulman, L. (1986). Those who understand: Knowledge growth in teaching. Educational 
Researcher, 15(2), 4–14. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X015002004 
Simon, J. J. (1985). Learning from the technology or learning with it: Being a brief history of, 
and inquiry into, the presence of computers on campuses. Information Technology 
Quarterly, 1–23. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED297690 
Singh, J. (2017). Enhancing student success in health care programs: Active learning in a hybrid 
format. Journal of Instructional Pedagogies, 18, 1–14. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1182732.pdf 
Sivo, S., & Brophy, J. (2003). Students’ attitude in a web-enhanced hybrid course: A structural 
equaadon modeling inquiry. Journal of Educational Media & Library Sciences, 41(2), 
181–194. 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/61c6/df0b6364d2bab4f1654f2ab1e0bd575e2428.pdf 
Smyth, S., Houghton, C., Cooney, A., & Casey, D. (2012). Students’ experiences of blended 
learning across a range of postgraduate programmes. Nurse Education Today, 32(4), 
464–468. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2011.05.014 
Sniad, T., Lessa, T. M., Johnston, E. V., & Rivera, A. W. (2020). Engaging college students 
through hybrid learning: Perspectives from four instructors. In E. Alqurashi (Ed.), 
150 
Handbook of research on fostering student engagement with instructional technology 
in higher education (pp. 20–34). IGI Global. 
Spanierman, L. B., Soble, J. R., Mayfield, J. B., Neville, H. A., Aber, M., Khuri, L., & De La Rosa, 
B. (2013). Living learning communities and students’ sense of community and 
belonging. Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice, 50(3), 308–325. 
https://doi.org/10.1515/jsarp-2013-0022 
Sperandio, J. (2006). Vision and leadership in educational administration: Sir George White of 
Norwich (1840–1912). Journal of Educational Administration and History, 38(1), 73–
88. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220620600552300 
Spraggins, J. R. (1983). Computer-assisted learning in higher education: A theoretical 
framework based on Whitehead’s rhythm of education (Publication No. 8402781) 
[Doctoral dissertation, Vanderbilt University]. ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. 
Spreitzer, G. M. (1996). Social structural characteristics of psychological empowerment. 
Academy of Management Journal, 39(2), 483–504. https://doi.org/10.5465/256789 
Spreitzer, G. M., Kizilos, M. A., & Nason, S. W. (1997). A dimensional analysis of the relationship 
between psychological empowerment and effectiveness satisfaction, and strain. Journal 
of Management, 23(5), 679–704. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F014920639702300504 
Srivastava, P., & Hopwood, N. (2009). A practical iterative framework for qualitative data 
analysis. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 8(1), 76–84. 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F160940690900800107 
Stogdill, R. M. (1950). Leadership, membership and organization. Psychological Bulletin, 47(1), 
1–14. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0053857 
Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory procedures 
and techniques. SAGE Publications. 
Strom, K., & Porfilio, B. (2019). Critical hybrid pedagogies: A self-study inquiry into faculty 
practices in a blended educational leadership Ed.D. program. E-Learning and Digital 
151 
Media, 16(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2042753018811871 
Talbert, R. (2017). Flipped learning: A guide for higher education faculty. Stylus Publishing. 
Taylor, C. H. (2018). Teacher practices that encourage student voice in middle school 
governance (Publication No. 10830951) [Doctoral dissertation, University of La Verne]. 
ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. 
The Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership Model. (n.d.). The leadership challenge. 
https://www.leadershipchallenge.com/Research/Five-Practices.aspx 
Thomas, K. W., & Tymon, W. G. (1994). Does empowerment always work: Understanding the 
role of intrinsic motivation and personal interpretation. Journal of Management 
Systems, 6(2), 1–13. 
https://www.scirp.org/(S(i43dyn45teexjx455qlt3d2q))/reference/ReferencesPapers.asp
x?ReferenceID=1596425 
Thorne, K. (2002). Blended learning: How to integrate online and traditional learning. Kogan 
Page. 
Tierney, P., Farmer, S. M., & Graen, G. B. (1999). An examination of leadership and employee 
creativity: The relevance of traits and relationship. Personnel Psychology, 52(3), 591–
620. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1999.tb00173.x 
Torres, C., & Gilzene, A. (2019). Hybrid educational leadership preparation: Enhancing 
flexibility and engagement with technology. Journal of Leadership Studies, 13(2), 68–
72. https://doi.org/10.1002/jls.21645 
Tough, A. (1979). The adult’s learning projects. Ontario Institute for Studies in Education. 
Tu, C. H., & McIsaac, M. (2002). The relationship of social presence and interaction in online 
classes. The American Journal of Distance Education, 16(3), 131–150. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15389286AJDE1603_2 
Twomey, A. (2004). Web-based teaching in nursing: Lessons from the literature. Nurse 
Education Today, 24(6), 452–458. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2004.04.010 
152 
University of North Florida. (n.d.). Hybrid and distance learning. 
https://www.unf.edu/online/about/Course_Delivery_Methods.aspx 
Uusiautti, S. (2013). An action-oriented perspective on caring leadership: A qualitative study of 
higher education administrators’ positive leadership experiences. International Journal 
of Leadership in Education, 16(4), 482–496. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603124.2013.770077 
Vamosi, A. R., Pierce, B. G., & Slotkin, M. H. (2004). Distance learning in an accounting 
principles course—Student satisfaction and perceptions of efficacy. Journal of Education 
for Business, 79(6), 360–366. https://www.learntechlib.org/p/74649/ 
Van Dierendonck, D. (2011). Servant leadership: A review and synthesis. Journal of 
Management, 37(4), 1228–1261. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206310380462 
Vaughan, N. (2007). Perspectives on blended learning in higher education. International 
Journal on E-Learning, 6(1), 81–94. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/229000574_EXPLORING_TEACHING_AP
PROACHES_IN_BLENDED_LEARNING 
Vaughan, N. (2010). Designing for a blended community of inquiry. Blended Learning in 











Venera-Mihaela, C. (2017). Book review: A humanistic approach to education, by Gabriel Albu. 
Journal of Educational Sciences and Psychology, 7(2), 1–4. 
https://search.proquest.com/docview/2302387681?pq-origsite=gscholar 
&fromopenview=true 
Voegele, J. D. (2012). Understanding the role of social, teaching and cognitive presence in 
hybrid courses: Student perspectives on learning and pedagogical implications 
(Publication No. 3539171) [Doctoral dissertation, Portland State University]. ProQuest 
Dissertations & Theses Global. 
Wang, F. L., Fong, J., & Kwan, R. (Eds.). (2009). Handbook of research on hybrid learning 
models: Advanced tools, technologies, and applications. IGI Global. 
Wang, Q., & Huang, C. (2018). Pedagogical, social and technical designs of a blended 
synchronous learning environment. British Journal of Educational Technology, 49(3), 
451–462. https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fbjet.12558 
Whiteside, A. L. (2015). Introducing the social presence model to explore online and blended 
learning experiences. Online Learning, 19(2), 1–20. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1062945.pdf 
Willekens, R., & Gibson, P. (2010). Hybrid courses and student engagement: opportunities and 
challenges for community college leaders. International Journal of Educational 
Leadership Preparation, 5(1). https://cnx.org/contents /Y261RWtz@1/Hybrid-Courses-
and-Student-Engagement-Opportunities-and-Challenges-for-Community-College-
Leaders 
Williams, R. L., McDowell, J. B., & Kautz, D. D. (2011). A caring leadership model for nursing’s 
future. International Journal for Human Caring, 15(1), 31–35. 
https://libres.uncg.edu/ir/uncg/f/D_Kautz_Caring_2011.pdf 
Wolf, J. (2014). Seven disciplines of a leader. John Wiley & Sons. 
154 
Wong, P. T., & Page, D. (2003, October). Servant leadership: An opponent-process model and 
the revised servant leadership profile [Round table]. In Proceedings of the Servant 
Leadership Research Roundtable. http://www.drpaulwong.com/wp-
content/uploads/2013/09/Wong-Servant-Leadership-An-Opponent-Process-Model.pdf 
Yin, R. K. (2017). Case study research and applications: Design and methods. SAGE 
Publications. 
York-Barr, J., & Duke, K. (2004). What do we know about teacher leadership? Findings from 
two decades of scholarship. Review of Educational Research, 74(3), 255–316. 
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F00346543074003255 
Young, W., Allen, L., & Warfield, K. (2016). Developing online/hybrid learning models for 
higher education programs. Alabama Journal of Educational Leadership, 3, 47–56. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1120647 
Yudko, E., Hirokawa, R., & Chi, R. (2008). Attitudes, beliefs, and attendance in a hybrid course. 
Computers & Education, 50(4), 1217–1227. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2006.11.005 
Yukl, G., Gordon, A., & Taber, T. (2002). A hierarchical taxonomy of leadership behavior: 
Integrating a half century of behavior research. Journal of Leadership & Organizational 
Studies, 9(1), 15–32. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F107179190200900102 
Zaccaro, S. J., Ely, K., & Shuffler, M. (2008). The leader’s role in group learning. In V. I. Sessa & 
M. London (Eds.), Work group learning: Understanding, improving and assessing how 
groups learn in organizations (pp. 193–214). Taylor & Francis Group/Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates. 
Zaleznik, A. (1977). Managers and leaders: Are they different? Harvard Business Review, 55(3), 
67–76. https://www.ena.ci/administration/cours/p56/25-08-2020-11:17:51.pdf 
Zhou, Y., Chai, C. S., Liang, J.-C., Jin, M., & Tsai, C.-C. (2017). The relationship between 
teachers’ online homework guidance and technological pedagogical content knowledge 
155 
about educational use of web. Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 26(5), 239–247. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40299-017-0344-3 
Zilka, G. C., Cohen, R., & Rahimi, I. D. (2018). Teacher presence and social presence in virtual 





Participant Recruitment Email 
 






My name is Weina Li Chen, and I am a doctoral candidate in the Graduate School of Education 
and Psychology at Pepperdine University. I am conducting an IRB-approved research study 
classified as exempt-minimal risk, exploring faculty leadership in graduate hybrid education. 
 
I am inviting you to voluntarily participate in this study. You will be responding to a semi-
structured interview by answering some questions about your leadership practices in teaching 
graduate-level hybrid courses. The interview is anticipated to take approximately 30 minutes 
(no longer than 60 minutes), and will be conducted online with me in the next two weeks via 
Zoom. 
 
If you agree, please email me weina.chen@pepperdine.edu confirming your willingness to 
participate in the study. I will then send the consent form for your signature. 
 
Thank you very much for your consideration. I look forward to your reply. 
 
Weina Li Chen 
Pepperdine University 
Graduate School of Education and Psychology 





Informed Consent Form for Research Participants 
 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS 
IRB #: 20-03-1304 
Study Title: Faculty leadership practices in graduate hybrid education 
Authorized Study Personnel: Weina Li Chen; weina.chen@pepperdine.edu 
Principal Investigator: Weina Li Chen; weina.chen@pepperdine.edu 
 
Information Sheet Introduction 
 
In order to complete a Ph.D. in Global Leadership and Change at Pepperdine University, I am 
doing dissertation research on faculty leadership practices in graduate hybrid education. I would 
like to invite you to be part of this research. 
If you agree to participate in this research, here are some key information: 
● There are minimal risks associated with this study 
● No remuneration will be provided to the participants 
● You will be provided with a copy of the consent form 
● You will be interviewed for 30-60 minute by the researcher 
● Your interview will be recorded for transcription purposes only 
● You will be checking your interview transcript afterwards 
Invitation 
You are invited to take part in this research study. The information in this form is meant to help 
you decide whether or not to participate. You should read the information below and ask 
questions about anything you do not understand before deciding whether to participate. You 
must be 18 years of age or older to participate. Please take as much time as you need to read this 
document. 
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Why are you being asked to be in this research study? 
You are invited to participate in a research study on faculty leadership practices in graduate 
hybrid education because of your teaching experience in the study related area. Your 
participation is voluntary. 
What is the reason for doing this research study? 
The purpose of the study is to better understand how faculty leadership is practiced in teaching 
graduate-level hybrid courses. Your answers will greatly contribute toward new insights on 
understanding approaches to faculty leadership and hybrid education. 
What will be done during this research study? 
If you agree to participate in this study voluntarily, you will be invited to participate in an 
interview that lasts 30–60-minute. You are asked to respond honestly and to the best of your 
knowledge. You have the option of whether to respond to the questions. After the interview, you 
will also check the interview transcript to ensure it accurately reflects your thoughts. 
How will your data be used? 
Your answers will be collected and analyzed. Your data will be kept confidential. A numeric code 
and/or a pseudonym will be assigned to each participant to protect identity. The data will be 
aggregated to generate the findings of the study. No identifiable information will be disclosed 
(e.g., name). 
How will information about you be protected? 
Reasonable steps will be taken to protect your privacy and the confidentiality of your study data. 
The data will be stored in a password-secured folder on the investigator’s personal hard drive in 
a locked cabinet in a locked office. The data will be destroyed within five years of the study’s 
completion according to Institutional Review Boards (IRB) policies. The information from this 
study may be published in scientific journals and/or presented at scientific meetings. However, 
in all cases, the data will be deidentified. 
What are the possible risks of being in this research study? 
This study qualifies as minimal risk. Therefore, it is in an exempt review category. It represents 
no greater risk than that incurred in daily routine. The interviews will typically take about 30 to 
60 minutes. Some participants may experience some fatigue or boredom during the process. To 
prevent this, the interview time will be flexible, and the participant may discontinue the 
interview for any reason at any time. 
What are the possible benefits to you? 
No remuneration will be provided to the participants. However, the participants’ possible 
benefits may include gaining a better awareness of their own leadership practices in graduate 
hybrid teaching through the interview reflection questions. 
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What are the possible benefits to other people? 
Your participation will contribute to the broader knowledge of faculty leadership in graduate 
hybrid education. 
What are the alternatives to being in this research study? 
Your participation is voluntary. Your refusal to participate will involve no penalty. You may 
withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. You are not 
waiving any legal claims, rights, or remedies because of your participation in this research study. 
The alternative to participation in the study is not participating. 
What will being in this research study cost you? 
There is no cost to you to be in this research study other than your time during the interview and 
transcript checking. 
What should you do if you have a problem during this research study? 
Your welfare is a major concern. If you have a problem due to being in this study, you should 
immediately contact the researcher listed at the beginning of this consent form. If you have 
questions, concerns, or complaints about your rights as a research participant or research in 
general, please contact Dr. Judy Ho, Chairperson of the Graduate & Professional Schools 
Institutional Review Board at Pepperdine University 6100 Center Drive Suite 500 Los Angeles, 
CA 90045, 310-568-5753 or gpsirb@pepperdine.edu. 
By signing this form, you are acknowledging you have read the study information. You 
acknowledge that your participation in the study is voluntary; you are at least 18 years of age; 
and that you are aware that you may choose to terminate your participation in the study at any 
time and for any reason without penalty. 
What will happen if you decide not to be in this research study or decide to stop 
participating once you start? 
You can decide not to be in this research study, or you can stop being in this research study 
(“withdraw’) at any time before, during, or after the research begins for any reason. Deciding not 
to be in this research study or deciding to withdraw will not affect your relationship with the 
investigator or Pepperdine University. 
Documentation of informed consent 
You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to be in this research study. Signing this 
form means that (1) you have read and understood this consent form, (2) you have had the 
consent form explained to you, (3) you have had your questions answered, and (4) you have 
decided to be in the research study. You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep. 
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Participant Feedback Survey 
To meet Pepperdine University’s ongoing accreditation efforts and to meet the Accreditation of 
Human Research Protection Programs (AAHRPP) standards, an online feedback survey is 
included below: 
https://forms.gle/nnRgRwLgajYzBq5t7 
Certificate of Consent 
I have been invited to participate in research about faculty leadership practices in graduate 
hybrid education. I have read the foregoing information. I have had the opportunity to ask 
questions about it, and any questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction. I 
consent voluntarily to be a participant in this study. 
Participant Name: 
__________________________ 
(Name of Participant: Please print) 
Participant Signature: 
__________________________ _____________ 
Signature of Research Participant Date 
Statement by the Researcher Taking Consent 
I have accurately read out the information sheet to the potential participant. To the best of my 
ability, I ensured that the participant understands that the following will be done: The 
participant will be interviewed regarding their faculty leadership practices in graduate hybrid 
education. 
I confirm that the participant was given an opportunity to ask questions about the study. All the 
questions asked by the participant have been answered correctly and to the best of my ability. I 
confirm that the individual was asked for consent, and the consent has been given freely and 
voluntarily. 
A copy of this informed consent form has been provided to the participant. 
 
Print Name of Researcher taking the consent________________________ 
Signature of Researcher taking the consent__________________________ 
Date ___________________________  
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APPENDIX C: 
Participant Interview Guide 
 
PARTICIPANT INTERVIEW GUIDE 
IRB #: 20-03-1304 
Participant Study Title: Faculty leadership in graduate hybrid education 
 
Formal Study Title: Faculty leadership practices in graduate hybrid education 
 
Prior to the interview 
● Introduce myself 
● My name is Weina Li Chen, and I am a doctoral student at Pepperdine University, 
Graduate School of Education and Psychology. In support of my Ph.D. in Global 
Leadership and Change, I am conducting a study on faculty leadership in graduate 
hybrid education. Specifically, my research would like to explore faculty leadership 
practices in teaching graduate-level hybrid courses. 
● Go through the informed consent form and verify the form is signed and completed. Ask 
participant if there is anything the researcher can answer or clarify 
● Remind the participant that the interview will last 30-60 minutes, ensure participant’s 
availability 
● Explain to the participant that the interview guide is semi-structured in nature and meant to 
serve as the basis for the discussion but is not a closed survey to be adhered to. The 
respondent can feel free to add to the questions asked in any way they see fit and build on 
the information to best explain their thoughts. 
During to the interview 
Basic information 
● Interviewee’s gender 
● Interviewee’s years of experience in teaching in hybrid courses 
● Interviewee’s years of experience in teaching in graduate school 
● Interviewee’s years of experience in teaching in leadership programs 





What is your favorite hybrid course to teach, and why? 
Main Interview Questions: 
1. Based on your experience, describe how you set examples and expectations for your 
students. 
2. Based on your experience, describe how you enlist your students. 
3. Based on your experience, describe how you improve your students’ learning process. 
4. Based on your experience, describe how you empower your students. 
5. Based on your experience, describe how you inspire your students. 
Closing Question: 
Are there any other practices and/or information you would like to add? 
 
After to the interview 
● Thank the participant for their time 
● Write down overall impressions from the interview immediately 
● Use memos for key highlights of the interview 




Participant Screener Form 
 
PARTICIPANT SCREENER FORM 
 
IRB #: 20-03-1304 
Study Title: Faculty leadership practices in graduate hybrid education 
 
Authorized Study Personnel: Weina Li Chen; weina.chen@pepperdine.edu 
Principal Investigator: Weina Li Chen; weina.chen@pepperdine.edu 
Instructions 
Thank you for having agreed to take part in this research study. The information in this form is 
meant to help us determine whether you qualify to participate in the study. As your time is 
valuable, the information will be used to understand if we proceed with the interview and 
commit your time accordingly. Please answer the following questions and return the form to 
Weina Li Chen via email at weina.chen@pepperdine.edu. 
Please enter your contact information (all your data will remain confidential): 
First Name: _________________ 
Last Name: _________________ 
Email: _____________________ 
 
SQ1. How many years have you been teaching in hybrid courses? ______ 
SQ2. How many years have you been teaching in graduate school? ______ 
SQ3. How many years have you been teaching in leadership programs? ______ 
 
The goal of the study is to recruit 7-10 participants to take part in the interview. Only 
participants who meet all three following screening criteria will be selected. 
 
● Faculty who have experience in teaching hybrid courses for 2 years or more 
● Faculty who have been teaching in graduate school for 2 years or more 








Thank you very much for having taken the time to speak with me on [date]. It was most 
insightful to hear your experiences on your leadership practices in teaching graduate hybrid 
courses. Your perspective will be very valuable in contributing to my research study. 
 
In the next [enter timing], I will be sending you a transcript of our interview. The purpose is for 
you to correct anything I might have misunderstood, or misinterpreted, and correct it if 
necessary. 
Thank you very much for your generous time again, and your contribution to this research. 
Very best regards, 
Weina Li Chen 
Doctoral Candidate 
Pepperdine University 















24255 Pacific Coast Highway 
Malibu, CA 90263 
TEL: 310-506-4000 
NOTICE OF APPROVAL FOR HUMAN RESEARCH 
Date: March 23, 2021 
Protocol Investigator Name: Weina Chen 
Protocol #: 20-03-1304 
Project Title: A Case Study of Faculty Leadership Practices in Graduate Hybrid Education 
School: Graduate School of Education and Psychology 
Dear Weina Chen: 
Thank you for submitting your application for exempt review to Pepperdine University’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB). We appreciate the work you have done on your proposal. The IRB has reviewed your submitted IRB 
application and all ancillary materials. Upon review, the IRB has determined that the above entitled project meets 
the requirements for exemption under the federal regulations 45 CFR 46.101 that govern the protections of human 
subjects. 
Your research must be conducted according to the proposal that was submitted to the IRB. If changes to the 
approved protocol occur, a revised protocol must be reviewed and approved by the IRB before implementation. For 
any proposed changes in your research protocol, please submit an amendment to the IRB. Since your study falls 
under exemption, there is no requirement for continuing IRB review of your project. Please be aware that changes 
to your protocol may prevent the research from qualifying for exemption from 45 CFR 46.101 and require 
submission of a new IRB application or other materials to the IRB. 
A goal of the IRB is to prevent negative occurrences during any research study. However, despite the best intent, 
unforeseen circumstances or events may arise during the research. If an unexpected situation or adverse event 
happens during your investigation, please notify the IRB as soon as possible. We will ask for a complete written 
explanation of the event and your written response. Other actions also may be required depending on the nature of 
the event. Details regarding the timeframe in which adverse events must be reported to the IRB and documenting 
the adverse event can be found in the Pepperdine University Protection of Human Participants in Research: Policies 
and Procedures Manual at community.pepperdine.edu/irb. 
Please refer to the protocol number denoted above in all communication or correspondence related to your 
application and this approval. Should you have additional questions or require clarification of the contents of 
this letter, please contact the IRB Office. On behalf of the IRB, I wish you success in this scholarly pursuit. 
Sincerely, 
Judy Ho, Ph.D., IRB Chair 
cc: Mrs. Katy Carr, Assistant Provost for Research  
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APPENDIX H: 
Permission for Using the TPACK Image 
Published on May 11, 2011 by mkoehler 
 
The TPACK Image (rights free). Read below to learn how to use the image in your own works. 
Right click to download the high-resolution version of this image. 
Using the image in your own works 
Others are free to use the image in non-profit and for-profit works under the following 
conditions. 
• The source of the image is attributed as http://tpack.org 
• The author of the work does not make any claim to copyright over the image 
• The publisher of the work does not make any claim to copyright over the image 
• The image is captioned or credited as “Reproduced by permission of the publisher, © 
2012 by tpack.org” (or something equivalent) 
If those conditions are met, there is no need to contact tpack.org, Matthew Koehler, or Punya 
Mishra. We hereby grant permission to use the image under the above stipulations. 
Other Versions of the TPACK Image 
The above rights-free image is the only one hosted by TPACK.ORG. You are, of course, feel free 
to explore the many other versions of the TPACK image created by the many creative people on 
the internet. Of course, arranging rights to use those images is between you and the owner of 
that image. 
